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P A R T L 

AS the argument of the following (beets re-^ 
lates to the Ancient Pagan Mysteries, 
it may be proper to begin with an explana-* 
tion of the term. Each of the Pagan Gods had 
(befides the fuhlic and oftn) a fecret worjhip paid 
unto him ; to which none were admitted but thofe 
who had been felefted by preparatory ceremonies, 
called INITIATION. T\m fecret worjhip was termed 
the Mysteries. 

Of thefe there were two forts, the greater and the 
lejjhr. According to the Author of the DtvineLegation^ 
the leffer taught, by certain fecret riM andjbews^ the 
origin of society, and the doftrine of a future 
state; they were preparatory to ihs greater ^ and 
might be fafely communicated to all the initiated 
Tuitbout exception* 
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The arcana of the greater Mysteries,' 
were the doftriric of the unity, and the detec- 
tion of the error of the vulgar polyiheifm, Thefe- 
were not communicated to all the afpirants with- 
out exception, but only to a fmall and feledt number, 
who were judged capable of the fecret. 

Thi;? initiated were obliged by the moCt folemn 
eng»gen>ents. tocoflimence a life of ftridleft piety 
and virtue. It was proper therefore to give them 
all the encouragement and affiftance neceffary for 
this purpofe. No\^ in the Pagan world there was 
a powerful temptation to vice and debauchery, the 
profligate examples of their Gods. Ego homuncio hoc 
^on facerem I * was the abfolving fbripula, when- 
ever any one was refolved to give a loofe to his paf- 
fions. This evil the Myfteries remedied by ftrik- 
ing at the root of it : therefore, fuch of the inUiatei 
as were judged capable^ were made acquainted with 
the whole delufion. " lL\itMyftagogue taught them, 
•' that Jupiter, Mercury, Bacchus, Venus, Mars, 
•* and the whole rabble of licentious Deities, were 
** only dead mortals, fubjeft, in life, to the fame 
*' paffions and infirmities with thcmfelves ; but 
•*' having been, on other accounts, benefadlors to 
** mankind, grateful pofterity had deified them; 
^^ and, with their virtues, bad indifcreetly canonized 
" their vices/* 

The fabulous. Gods being thus routed, the fu- 
pretne caufe of all things naturally, took their place. 
Him they were taught to confider as the Creator of 
the univerfe, who pervaded all things by his virtue, 
and governed all by his providence* But here ic 
muft be obferved, that the difcovery of i\i\^fupreme 
caufe was fo made, as to be confident ^ith the no- 
tion of local, tutelary Deities, beings fuperior to 
men, and inferior to GOD, and by him fet over 

• Terence, Eun. adl. 3, fc. $• - 
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tfcc fcvcraf parts of his creation. This was an opi- * 
nion univcrikliy boiden by antiquity, and never 
^brought into qucftion by ^ny Theift. What the ar- 
cana of the Myfteries overthrew, was the vulgar po- 
lytheifm, the worfhip of dead men ^. 

• To prevent or redify miftakes, I (hall add, that 
the Pagan Theology prefents us with two forts of 
Deities, who had their original here below, and were 
advanced from the condition of mortality into Gods : 
the one were denominated Dii majorum, the other 
Dii minorum, gentium. The firft, or the Celeftials^ 
were npt generally conceived to have been deceafed 
mortals, but originally beings of the highefl rank' 
and order, or true and real Gods in their own right* 
and not in virtue cf any deification, which had 
raifed /and exalted them to this ftate ; fuch were Ju- 
piter, Saturn, Neptune, Vulcan, and many others. 
As for the Dii minorum gentium ; thefe were known 
to be only deceafed mortals, deified for their publior 
benefaftfons and ferviccs: they were often called 
Heroes and Daemons : they were held the proper 
objedls of divine worfhip and adoration, but a wor- 
ihip and adoration far fubordinace and' inferior to 
that, which was paid to the fovereign and fupreme 
Gods, or the Dii- majorum gentium. 

' The myftagogue difcovcred the error of the vul- 
gar polytbeifm, and rcuied this rabble of the greater 
Gods^ by (hewing that they were only dead men 
deified. By this means he divefted them of their 
iiiperior characters, ahd put them on the fame foot 
with the Dii minorum' gentium, or the deities of 
the lower clafs and order. For it is not to be ima- 
^ned, that the knowledge of their human exift- 
f nee would have totally undeified them, and de** 
prived them of all divine honours and adoration j 

'• ■ . * 

V 

^ Divine Legation, vol. >. p. 1)7; fj;3, 154, 155, 4t}t edit^ 
i». » -= B 2 but 
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but only that it muft have degraded and reduced 
them to the lower degree of worfhip, which was 
paid to the inferior deities, or the heroes and dae- 



mons ^ 



This i^ all which the prefent fyftem or expli- 
cation of the Myfteriesg-cquires us tofuppofe. The 
inftitutors deteded the human original of the great* 
er Gods to a few, that their bad examples might 
not hurt private morals. They were generally e- 
fteemed Celejiial Deities 5 and, while regarded as fuch, 
ipight be fafely imitated in all things : the Myfteries 
brought them down to Terrejlrial, and then they were 
to be imitated with caution and referve. 

However, it was natural for thefe politicians to 
keep this afecret in the Myfterics; for, in their opi- 
nion, not only the extinSioriy but even the degrada- 
tion, of their falfe Gods, would have too much dif> 
concerted and embroiled the cftabliflied fyftem of 
vulgar polytheifm. 

This is a concife account of the Bifliop's repre- 
fentation of the Pagan religious Myfteries, which 
the ingenious Dr. Leland has thought fit to contro- 
vert, by proof of thefe two propofitions : i. That 
the Myfteries did not detedb the error of the vulgar 
polytheifm : 2. That they did not teach the unity ^ 

In proof of his firft propofition, he in one place 
expatiates on the abfurdity of fuppofing, " That 
*^ the legiflators, in the inftitution of the Myfteries» 

* The church of Rome know that their faints arc mor- 
tals departed. This is deemed no obje£lion to their wor- 
Ihip. Were they perfuaded that Jefus was a mere mortal, 
tliis would be deemed an objeSion to his. Why this dif- 
ference ? Becaufe he is honoured and diftinguiuied with 
fuperior worfliip, they with inferior. But what then ! this 
perfuafion would not deprive him of all worfhip, but only 
Ipeduce him to the cla(s or faints. 

* Advantage andneceffity of the Chrt/lian Revelation^ vol. i • 

V would 
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** would attempt to draw the peoI^lb off frondk 
•* that polytheifm, which they thcmfelves had en- 
^' couraged and eftablifhed for the welfare of the 
" ftate/* 

In another he fays, ** Nor do I believe any one 
** paflage can be produced from all Pagan antiquity 
*^ to (hew, that the defign of the Myfteries was to 
** undeceive the people as to the vulgar poly- 
•* theifm, and to draw tbem off from the worjhip 
•* of the deities commonly adored!^ ^ 

Again, 'Mt does not appear JFrom faft and ex- 
•* periencc, that the Myfteries turned any of the 
*' PEOPLE from their polytheifm and idolatry* 
** He (the Bifliop) talks indeed of the legifla- 
tor's having fuccefsfully employed the Myfteries for L 
regulating the vulgar polytheifm. But how is this "7 
proved ? Can any inftances be produced of per- 
fons that were converted from the public idola- 
** try and polytheifm by the Myfteries ? * ** 

Here he charges the Author of the Divine Le« 
gation, firft, With holding that the detedion of the 
vulgar error of polytheifm extended to the whole 
body of the initiated without ditlindion, and that 
they were at full liberty to publifh and divulge it. 
2dly, With holding that this detection was made 
in order to draw off the people from the 
public and eftabliftied religion. But his Lordfhip 
declares in dired and exprefs terms, that it was re- 
drained to the feWy who were admitted to the 
greater Myfteries ; and to thefe it was entrufted un- 
der the moft folemn apd tremendous feal of fecrecy. 
He is fo far from holding it was made in order to 
draw off the people from the public worfhip^ that he 
maintains it was purpofely and induftrioufly con- 
cealed from them ; and, what is more, he holds 
that it was purpofely and induftrioufly concealed 

• p. 236. 21C, 2i6, 242. 

from 



! 



f <f f 

frdm tlierri, left It fliciuld have difturbed 'and tlif-' 
ordered the public worlhip, by difpofing them to 
think more lightly of the greatep Gods, than was 
confident with the divine honours and adoration 
paid to them. 

As the mifconception or mifrepreientation of the 
learned Writer is fo very ftrong and glaring, it 
might be fufiicient to mark the pafTages in the Di- 
vine Legation, where this, and a great deal more 
to the fame effeft, may be fecn by thofe who will 
give themfelves the trouble to turn to them \ But 
its this- is a point of great importance to the preferic 
argument, I muft beg leave to add the following 
obfervatiOns. . ' 

1. In order to give us a true and juft idea 
6f the Bifhop'* lyftem, the Doftor prefents his 
reader with fome of the pafTages, in which his 
Lofdlhip declares, that only the few, who were 
admitted to the ^f^/^^* Myftcries, were made ac- 
quainted with the error of the vulgar polytheifm-^ 

2. He more than once remarks, that the Bi- 
fliop appropriates the do6trine of the uniry to the 

• ' Pages 154, 155. IJ7. 160. 164, 167. ifo. 180. 183. 
Divine Legation, vol. u part i. printed 1755. 

8 Page 157, the Bifliop has thele words, ** That this 
" account of the secret, in the greater Myfteries, is 
*^ no precarious hypothefis, I fhall fhew from the clear 
•' evidence of antiquity, which exprefely informs us of 
** thefe two particulars: that the errors rfpofytheifm were 
*^ dete£fedj2Lna the dodlrine of the unity taught in the myf- 
•' teries. But when the ancients fpeak of Myj/ieries inde- 
** finitely, they generally mezn the greater.** 

The learned Dodor quotes part of this palDiage, p. 203* 
it is fcarce credible he could auote it without Teeing toe 
liete£(ion of the error of polytheifm was confined to the 
mater Myfteries — In the fame place he cites two paflages 
rtom the Divine Legation^ which fay this deteftion was 
biily imparted to fuch tf the imtiateJy us were judged ca- 
pable of the fecrec. 

^ ' greater 



Igi'citcr Myftcrifl«'\ 'Tii the more extniordinary,^ 
therefore, ht Ibould not bav« feeri that the detec- 
tion of the error of polytbeifm was not extended 
beyond the fenfie boutlids. For it ibmetimes hajJ^ 
pens, that the very paflfages wMch thus limit and 
circumfcnbe the one, do in the fanie n>anner limit 
and circumfcribe the other *. 

3. He fometimes reprefents the learned Prelate 
us confining this detedion to the fmall and feleft 
number of afpirantd, who were initiated in the 
grtattr Myfteries *. Had he alwtys argued on this 
idea, he wOuld have deprived himfeif of the many 
*arguments whieh cottipofe one third of his tWb 
chapter's cm this fubjeft. But then he would alio 
have deprived the Writers againft him of the OfJ- 
-portunity of (hewing, that he knew the fyftem of 
the Divine Legation to be the very reverfe of what 
his argument generally implies it to be. 

The 

* P» »^6, 197. 427, 4i8. 

* *• Thus, it appears, that the tfr^ir»^ in the greater 
** Myfteries, were the deteSitdh of the error of vulgar poly- 
** tbeifmy and the difcovery of the dodrine of the unity.'* 
Divine Legation,>p. 167. 

•• The two important doftrines, taught in fecret^ were 
•* the deteSfion of polytheifm^ and the dikrovery of the uni- 
** ty.'* p. 170. 

The learned Gentleman has himfeif quoted p. 155^. in 
.which the Bifhop, fpeakjng of the secrjet, in. the 
greater Myfteries, fays, *' The clear evidence of antiqui- 
*' ty informs us, that the errors of pohthelfm were deteSfed^ 
^^ and die dofbine of the unity taught and explained in 
*• the Myfteries. But when the ancients (peak of M^- 
•* teries indefinitely, they generally mean th^ greater** 

^ •* It may feem.a little lurprizing, that Plutarch ihould 
** here reprefent that as an impious and atheiftical doc- 
. ** trine, which, according to our learned Author^ the myfta* 
^^ gogues taught the initiated in the greater Myfleries^ 
^^ and which Cicero and others made no fcruple of declar- 
« ing." p. 117. ^ 

** Whereas 
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The DoAor, in his late work, has been very 
laudably employed in pointing out the necejjity and 
advantage of the Chriftian revelation. He thought 
the evidence for thefe was diminifhed and weakened 
by what the Bifliop had faid of the detedion of 
the vulgar error of polytheifm in the Myfteries. 
This feems to have occafioned his two chapters on 
this fubje£l ^ Now he owns that this evidence is 
not affefled by that part of his Lordfhip's fyflem, 
which afTerts the dodrine of the unity to the Myf- 
teries ; and this, becaufe the difcovety was made 
only to a few under the feal of fecrecy. As then 
he fometimes did fee, and always might have feen, 
that the error of the vulgar polytheifm was re- 
vealed with the fame circumfpe£lion, he ought to 
abfolve this part alfo of his Lordlhip's fyftem from 
having any perverfe and malignant influence on the 
evidence of revealed religion "". 

Having (hewn, but dgainft no adverfary^ that the 
Myfteries could not expofe the illufion of the com- 
mon polytheifm promtfcuoujly to ally he advances 
another argument to prove, that they could not 

** Whereas if the defign of the /ecret do£b"ine of the 
GREATER Mvfteries, had been to deteSi the error of the 
** vulgar polytheifm^ and to teach the initiated, that the 
** popular Deities were really no Gods, the charge might 
** have been retorted on themfelvcs." p. 247. 

^ Vide beginning of c 8. 

" The fiimop fays, '* What the arcana of the Myfteries 
** overthrew, was the vulgar polytheifm, the worfhip of 
** dead men." p* 155. 

The Doctor fuppofes him to mean, they overthrew the 
PRACTICE of the vulgar poljrtheifm, or aimed to extir- 
pate and put an end to this particular mode of worfhip. But 
It appears from the context, and every page of the Difler- 
tation, he could intend to affirm no more, than that they 
iivcrthrew and fubverted the error of this worfhip, by 
ih^wing to ^ few of the initiated, that the objeds of it were 
not true and real Gods, but only dead mea deified. 

teach 
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te^h It to a hw under the mod foiemnr engage- 
ment to fecrecy. *' It was not, fays he, the yirjiu^ 
of a few individuals^ but the fociety in general 
that the magiftrate mud be fuppoied to have in 
^' view. And how could this end be anfwered by 
committing the fecret, which is fuppofed to be 
of fuch importance to the morals of the people, 
only to a few of the initiated^ who were at the 
fame time brought under the mofl: folemn en* 

gagcdients not to difcover it? And even as 

•* to thbfe few to whom the fecret was com muni* 
•* cated, to what purpofe would it be to inftrudl 
^' the initiated in do(5lrines they were not to make 

** ufe of? And what opinion could they have 

•* of the honefty of thofe, who difcovercd to them 
** the delufion of the vulgar polycheifm, and thp 
•* fallhood of the religion of their country, and yet 
•* urge it as a duty upon them to conform to it ° ?'* 
1 anfwer, the fecret was communicated to thofe, 
who were judged capable of bearing it, becaufe it 
would be of ufe and fervice in guarding them a- 
gainft, or, rather, in exempting them from, the 
ftrong and powerful temptation above-mentioned. 
It was not communicated promifcuouQy to all, 
becaufe, in the opinion of the aricients, the error 
of polytheifm was fo inveterate, that it could not 
be expelled, without endangering the peace and 
quiet of the ftate. 
* The magiftrate's end was anfwered by commit- 
ting the fecret to as many^ as could be entrufted 
with it, confidently with the public . tranquillity. 
This was being as fully and extenfively ufeful, as 
the principles, or, rather prejudices of thofe times, 
would permit him to be. 

If the few, ioftruded in the fecret, did not make 
a good ufe of it^ it mud have been their own fault. 

X « P, 238. 

. C For 



For the knowing their vices and debaucheries wef6 
not warranted and authorized by the examples ot 
the gods, muft have had a natural tendency to im- 
prove their morals ^ . 

But he afts, " What opinion could they have of 

" the bonejiy of thofe who difcovered to them the 

. •' delufion and falfhood of the religion of their 

•* country, and yet urge it upon them as a duty to 

*' conform to it ?'• 

/^ The queftion might have been afked by a writer, 

\ thinking only of his own times, as having indeed 

(jnothing elfe to think on. But it was not expefted 

trom the learned Do6tor, who is fo lately come 

from the cabinet of the old lawgivers, laden with 

the treafures of their political and civil wifdom. 

Varro and Cicero deemed this no impeachment of 

their honefty, but the moft commendable inftance 

i of their prudence. They taught, and were inftrufted 

' to look upon utility J and not trutby as the end of 

the national religion : their maxims with regard to 

the publick worlhip were — quae omnia fapiens fer- 

vabit tanquam legibus jujfa^ non tanquam diis gratia. 

Omnem iftam ignobilem deorum turbam, qu^m 

longa fuperftitio congeffit, fie adorabimus, ut mo- 

minerimus cultum iflum ad morem magis quam ad 

rem pertinere **. 

He 

® In one of the paflages quoted, p. 6. the Do6lor feems 
much difpleafed with his Lordfhip* for afferting, " That 
" the magiftrate had fuccefsfully employed the Myfteries 
*' for regulating the vulgar polytheifm.'* And yet a regu^ 
7ation, which left men no longer expofed to the temptation 
^rifing from the criminal examples of the greater gods, 
might furejy be {tyled fuccefsful^ as it could not but contri- 
' bute to promote the praftice of virtue. 

J' Varro apud Auguft. de Civ. Dei, 6. lo. To this the 
ingenious Writer himfelf accedes. *' It was, fays he, a 
** maxim among many of the ancients, that it was lawful 
*' to deceive the people foj the public good. They were 

" for 



He might have feen then, that deteSling the error 
of polytheifm was one thing, and fubvert'ing the 
pra£liceof'it^ another \ and that, in the opinion of 
the ancients, to believe and to pra5iife^ were parts of 
two different fyftems. What is moft extraordinary,' 
it appears from the quotation in the laft note, that 
he fometimes did fee it. 

What then is this learned Author doing, while 
he addreffes himfelf to (hew, that the ancient le- 
gidators could not reveal the error of polytheifm to 
a few in the Myfteries ? Why, he is addreffing 
himfelf to (hew, thut they could not aft conform- 
ably to the principles of ancient policy and wifdoni, 
or thofe very principles, which he himfelf owns were 
adopted and pra£lifed by them. However, his rea- 
foning may ftill fatisfy and content thofe, to whom 
antiquity is known only by analogy, that is, by the* 
religious opinions, the civil cuftoms, and the phi- 
Jofophical ideas of their own times. 

It is certain, that, with all their boafted know- 
ledge in the fcience of legiflation, the ancients were 
fometimes moft egregioufly mifled by their falfe 
and erroneous politics. This is obvious from their 
fancying the error of polytheifm, and the notion 
of the true God, would have been injurious to fo- 
ciety, if they were preached up to the people at 
large. But who does this concern ? Not the Bi- 
(hop. He gives an hiftorical account of their con- 
duft; he tells a fad, namely, that they revealed 
the error of polytheifm to a few of the initiated ; 
he fupports this fadt on the evidence of antiquity ; . 
he explains the motive to it, which he reprefents as 
commendable. Thus he is anfwerable, not for their 
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for the moft part, not very JlriSf in their notions with re* 
fpeSt to the obligations of truths and thought there was no 
harm in making ufe offaljhood ivhen it was proJitahlcJ'^ p. 
388. 

C a mfdom . 
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wifdam and policy^ but for their good inUntiom onfy* 
Thefe he thinks fufficiently manifefted by their en* 
dcavour to do all the good, which their principles, 
in that wretched and benighted lituation, would 
enable the beft and wifeft of the Pagans to do. 

The point in difpute is, Whether the Myfteries 
detefted the error of the vulgar polytheifm, or the 
error of the worfhip which was peculiar and appro- 
priated to the human gods of the , higher order, 
iuch as Jupiter, Neptune, Vulcan, &c. I The 
Bifhop holds that they did this, by (hewing that 
they were dead men, ^nd not naturally and origi- 
nally beings of a fuperior fpecies to the daemons 
and heroes, or the Dii minorum gentium. The 
Doftor owns they difcovered the human birth and 
extraftion of thefe gods, but thinks this nothing to 
the purpofe : for that the having been once men, 
was very confident, in the notions which then ob- 
tained, with their divinity. And here he fpeaks 
fully and direftly to the point in hand, by de- 
claring, that the greateft of thefe deities was known 
by the Pagans to be only a dead man, or one of 
their deceafed worthies, and yet was deemed the 
proper and adequate objeft of all the divine ho- 
nours and adoration, which were given to the divi- 
nities of the firft rank. ** The Cretans, fays he, 
«' who celebrated the Myfteries openly, and pub- 
•^ lifhed their facrcd doftrines, i. e. thofe whith in 
•* other places were kept fecret and hidden^ without 
•' refcrve, boafted of having Jupiter's tomb a- 
•' mongft them \ but this did not hinder them from 
*' regarding and worfhipping him, as the chief of 
** the deities, the Father of gods and men ^'' 

" The Cretans boafted they had Jupiter's tomb 
•' amongft them.*'— —What then ! does it follow 
that all the world believed there could be no bad 

' P. 2iy, lid. 

con- 
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confequences to the national idolatries from a pnn 
clamation of this truth ? This, indeed, the learned 
perfon would infinuate : but the contrary is juft ihe 
truth. The world, by its treatment of the Cretans^ 
declared that it would have the moft pernicious con- 
fequences. Enraged at thefe bablers, it ftigmatized 
them with the moil infamous of all brands, £T£r«* 

NAL LIARS '. 

He owns, *' That the Cretans publiQied without 
*' refcrve thofe facred doftrines, which in all ctber 
•« places were kept fecret and hidden." As thea 
their pradtice waa contrary to the praftice of all the 
world befides. Why is it brought as a proof that 
all the world befides thought as they did ? For the 
prefent inquiry is concerning the general opinion or 
fentimcnt of the ancient Pagans. 

The Dodor would fmile at any one who fhould 
urge the fingular and extraordinary praftice of the 
Cretans, to prove it was the general cuftom of the 
ancients to folemnize the Myfteries in fuhlic and 
^n day. 

It is one of the moft generally received opinions^ 
that the miracles of Jefus are a good proof of the 
divinity of his miilion ; and yet there may not ht 
wanting hereafter fome critic to tell the world it 
was all a miftake, for M. RouiTeau of Geneva faid, 
they were no proof at all. 

We muft now wait on the learned Gentlemaa 
from Greece to Egypt. He goes on thus: ** The 
•* Egyptian priefts, as Plutarch informs us, pre- 
** tended to fliew the fepulchre of Ofiris, yet this 
*^ was not thought to be an objeflion againft their 
*• worfhipping him as a god \^* 

As he undertakes to (hew, that the Egyptian 
priefts were always ready to fhcw the fepulchre, and 

f Divine Legation, p. 183. ' P. 215, 216. 

point 
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point out' the human original of Ofiris, he muff: 
permit mc to offer to his confidcration the follow- 
ing faf^s and authorities in fupport of the contrary 
ppinion. 

Varr9 fuppofcs that the image of Harpocratcs, 
placed before the Egyptian temples, preffing liis 
Ups with one of his fingers, was defigned to fignify 
that the human (late and condition of the gods was 
not to be difcovered to the people \ 
— Diodorus Siculus informs us, that the Egyptian 
priefts were the laft men to do what the Dodlor fup- 
pofes they were conftantly doing : for that (hewing 
the tortib of Ofiris was regarded by them as the 
bigheft impiety y or revealing the fecrets of the gods ". 
Even the infliftion of capital punifliments was 

\ threatned to all, who fhould give out that the gods 

(^had been men ''. 

The celebrated fragment of Sanchoniathon, tranf- 
latcd by Philo Byblius, and prcferved by Eufebius, 
contains the hiftory of fome of the firft men, who 
were confecrated and erefted into gods. We are 
told, ** He tranfcribed this hiftory from thefecret 
*' Records^ kept in the Penetralia of, the temples, 
*' written in a /acred facerdotal charaSter^ called the 



* Erat etiam fimulacrum, quod digito labiis impreflb ad- 
monere videretur ut filentium iierct. Hoc fignificare idem 
Varro exiftimat, ut homines eos (Ifim et Serapim) fuijfe ta- 
ceretur. Aug. deCivit. Dei, I. i8. 5. 

He fays, *' There were different opinions concerning 
the places where Ifis and Ofiris were buried, becauje the 
priefts^ who knew the truth, zvere unwilling to divulge 
it% for fear of incurring the punijhments denounced againfl 
thoje who Jhoidd reveal the fecrets of the gods^ Biblioth* 
I. 

^ Conflitutum eft etiam de illo (Serapide) ut quisquis 
cum hominem dixiffet fuifTe, capitakm penderct poenam. Aug. 
de C. D, 18. 5, 
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** JSnmoiiean *." Thus the hiftoricsi recording 
and fpecifying the human birth and actions of the 
gods, were lodged in the Adyta of the 'temples^ 
which were only acceflible.to a few of the more . 
learned priefts : and they were rendered more inac- jl 
ceffible ftill, by being written in the /acred sitid fa-' j 
ardotal character y which but a fmall and fele£{: 
number of this order was able to decypher and 
explain. 

One Leo, chief hicrophant in the Egyptian Myf* 
tcries, informed Alexander of MacedoD, *• That 
*^ not only fuch as Picusj and Faunas^ and yEneas^ 
" and Romulus^ nay Hercules^ and 'jEfiulapiuSj and 
** Bacchusy the fon of SemelCj and Caftor and Pel* 
^^ lux^ and all others of the fame rank, -had been 
^^ advanced from the condition of humanity into 
gods ; but that even thefe deities pf the^ higher 
order, the Dii majorum gentium, thofe who Ci- 
cero^ without naming, feems to carp- at in his 
TufculanSj fuch as Jupiter ^ Juno^ Saturn^ Nep* 
tune J Vulcan J Vejia, and many others^ '(whom 
Varro endeavours to allegorize into the elements 
or parts of the world) were in truth, only mor- 
tal men. But the prieft, being under great fears 
** and apprehenfions while he was telling this, as 
** confcious that, he was betraying the fecret c£ the 
*' Myjleriesy begged of Alexander, when he found 
** that "he intended to communicate it to his mo- 
«' ther, that he would enjoin her to burn the letter 
«^ as foon as ftie had read it ^'* 

They 

* '^ Sanchoniathon tranfcribed his hiftory from the 
** fecret archives^ kept in the Penetralia of the temples«L 
** written in a /acred /acerdotal charaSfer^ called the Amnuh' 
*' neanJ* Philo Byblius in Eufebii Praep. tvang. 1. i. c. 9. 
p. 32. Ed. Vig. 

^ Auguft. de Civ. D. 8. 5. Divine Legat. p. 157, i^%. 

The words ufed byAuftin are, Timens quafi revelata my/-- 

terta. 

■ 'ft. ■ 
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They could not have more eficdhially (btvrii 
their defire of concealing this dodlrine, than by 
piaking it the fecrei of the Myfteries, which it was 
oot only penal to divulge, but even to hear divulged 
by others *. 

Again : In the hiftory of the gods, and their pub- 
lic worKhip, there were many circumftances plainly 
decilive of their humanity. All thefe, the protec- 
tors of the national religion contrived to diftin* 
guilh and explain away by allegorical interpreta« 
tions, pretending they were fignificative of phyfical, 
moral, and divine truths. In Plutarch's traft of 
Xfis and Ofiris, we meet with many curious devices 
and expedients of this fort. Thus the iurial of O- 
firis was faid to be only a reprefefotation of the feed 
lately /own and covered in the earth. His reviving 
and appearing again, Iigni6ed ils fpringing and rif* 

feria. This implies that the humanity of the greater Gods 
was thifecret or the Myfteries. Cyprian fpeaks out more 

{lainly, Proditum fibi ae dtis bomimbus z hccrdotQ /ecretum. 
)e IdoL Ven. So does Minucius Felix, c. 21. Alexander 
ille magnus Macedo injigni volumine ad matrem fuam fcrip- 
fit, metu fuse poteftatis proditum fibi de diis hominibus a 
fdiCtxiot^fecretum* 

^ Even the gods themfelves were not authorized to dl« 
vulge it. 

Non ego tentavi. nulli temeranda deorum, 
Audax laudandae facra docere Dese. 

Tibullus, 1. 3. Eleg. 5. 7, S, 
If wc believe with the learned DoSor, that the Egyp- 
tians were not cautious of revealing the human nature and 
condition of their gods, we mult believe with another 
. "writer, that all which the Fathers have faid of this letter 
/ of Alexander to his mother, is a fiftion and invention of 
"^ ' their own. At leaft, we Ihall furniKh him with a better 
Argument to difprove its genuinenefs and authenticity, 
than any he has alledged tor this purpofe. V. Pauli £r- 
4Qefti Jablonfid Pantheon ^gyptiorum, prolegomena, c. i6. 
p.3U 
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!ng above ground *. Plutarch afllires us, that thefe 
explications were greedily received and fwallowcd 
iy the people ^ ; in other words, they did not under- 
fland his death and burial in a literal fenfe^ or look 
upon him as a deceafed mortal. 

If then he fays the Egyptian priefts (hewed the 
fepulchre of Ofiris, he fays alfo in the very fame 
treatife, that they invented allegories in order to 
fave the honour of this dignified mortal, to cover 
and difii,uife the circumftances of his death and bu^ 
rialj and to keep his humanity out of fight. 

' In the very page where he tells us the Egyptian 
priefts ftiewed the fepulchre of Ofiris, he dec ares, 
that the people were almoft every where bred up in 
the perfuafion and belief^ that the national gods 
were not dead men *". 

When the learned Gentleman (hall attempt to 
reconcile thefe fafts and authorities to his fyftem of 
Ofiris, and the Egyptian gods, it may be proper 
to refume this part of the argument. In the mean 
time I (hall proceed to obferve, that Euhemerus pub- 
lilhed his Hijioria Sacra^ in which he taught that all 

* >iiyofTi^ Oa^rle^Sat rov fjLiv O^tpv, ore xoWTB7»t tjj yvi a^Bi^of/uHi 

^ Plutarch, ibidem. 

^ P. 359, Xyland. Ed. Doftor L. refers to this pafTage 
in the following words : ** Plutarch fpeaking of thofe who 
*' reprefented iome of the gods to have been originally fa- 
*' mous men, who had obtained the honourof divinity, fays, 
*' that this is to attempt to move things which ought not to 
*' be ftirred, and to bring down thok great and venerable 
•* names from Heaven to earth, and thereby to overturn and 
** diffolve that religious perfuafion^ which hath taken pojfejfion 
** of the minds of almofl all men from their hirth^ i. e. to 
** open a wide door to the atheiftical croud, who are for 
** turning divine things into human, and to give a fplendid 
** licence to the illunons of Euhemerus the Meflinian, 
" whom he there charges a$ having fcattered all manner 
" of atheifm through the ^yorld." p. 217, 218. 

D the 
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the gods were dead' men : and for thus mortalizing 
thefe fiditious and imaginary divinities, he wa$ 
branded as a derider and fubvcrter of the public 
worfhip *. Now, on the Do<5lor's hypothefis, the 
vulgar Pagans were taught to look upon their gods 
as deceafcd men, and confequently this mortalizing 
fyftem of Euhcmcrus muft have been the popular 
and cftabliflicd fyftem of the Pagan world. He 
muft thfn have been moft cruelly calumniated and 
defamed, as h$ only taught a do6trine which the 
public minifters of religion were daily teaching, 
arid which was not thought opprobrious or injurious 
to the national worlhip of thofe times. 

Cicero, Plutarch, and other ancients, fpeak of 
this fyftem of Euhemerus as being deftru<5live of, 
and incompatible with, all religious pcrfuafion and 
belief. But, according to the Do6Vor*s hypoihefis, 
they could not but know, that the Pagan religion 
had all along con(ifled witii the prrfuafion ;\nd be- 
lief, that their greater gods were deceafed mortals. 
What then muft we think of men, who could fo- 
lemnly aflert a fad, which was contradiftcd, and 
which they knew to be contradided, by the hiftory 
and experience of ali ag:s? or, rather, What muft 
wc think of an hypotlKfi- which commands us to 
believe, that the moft learntd and inquifitive Pa- 
gans knew nothing of the religion of ancient Pa- 
gan ifm ? 

*^ In the laft note, Plutarch charges him with fcattering. 
all manner of atheifm through the world, and diflblving 
the reljo-ious belief which men had of the nature and at- 
tributes of iheir gcds. 

Cicero, fpeakingof Euhemerus and his followers, fays,. 
nonne cxperiis funt rellgioniwi omnium? 

Ab Euhemcro et mortes et fepulturas demonftrantur de* 
orum. Utrum igitur hie conjinnajf'e religionem videiWj 
an^enituilQtam JuftuliJIfe? De Nat. Deor. i, 42. 

Q But 
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BiTt now he roundly afBrmed, that the Pagans 
would not quarrel with their gods for a trifle^ 
They could allow their humanity without im- 
peaching their divinity. But finding fome material 
witnefles againft this affirmation, he foon qualifies - 
his general aflertion, and confeffes the pagans were 
divided in their opinions on this head. ** Some of 
•^ them, fays he, were incfced fenfible, that if it 
*' was once allowed, that their gods had been of 
** human extradlion, this might be turned to the 
** difadvantage of the pyblic religion." Among 
thefe he ranks Scaevola and Plutarch, and theft 
adds* " But whatever Plutarch, and fome others 
*' might think, thofe that inftitutcd and conduced 
•* the Myfteries, feem to have been of another 
** mind %" 

Another mind! In what? and. From whom? 
why, theififtitutors of ths Myfteries were of a different 
opinion trom Plutarch, who believed, that the 
knowledge of the human extraftion of the national 
gods was unfavourable to their worfliip. Thofe /«- . 
ftitutors of the Myfteries^ who made their rites fecret 
and myfterious for this very purpofe, to keep the 
knowledge of the human extraSion of the gods from 
the body of the people. 

If they were of opinion, that the propagation of 
this dodrine was innoxious and harmlcfs. Why did ^^'^' 
they make it one of the arcana, which were com- "^^ '"^ 
municated only to a fewoi the participants ' ? Or, J^t-^ 
Why was the Egyptian Hierophant feized with io 
much terror and confternation on the apprehenfion 
that Alexander was going to divulge this dodrine ? 
And, laftly. Why were not the Myfteries celebrated 
in as public and open a manner in all other places as 

f Vide p. 15, 16, the pal&ges quoted from Aufiin) Cy- 
prian^i Minucius Felix, 

Pa ia 
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in Crete ? If the propagation of this doftrine had 
been held perfcdly innoxious and harmlefs, al the 
initiated, and even uninitiaced, might have been 
faicly entrufted with it. 

He fays thofe, who prefided over the Myfteries, 
were of a different opinion from Plutarch, who had 
Euhemerus in 'execration for publifhing to the peo- 
ple a particular, minute, and detailed hiftory of 
the lives and adions of the Gods. And yet thofe, 
who prefided over the Myfteries, were fo exafpe- 
rated at him, for bringing thefe anecdotes to light, 
that, on this account, they ^ook care co have him 
branded by the public as the peft of fociety, and 
the avowed enemy of all religion ^ 

But the celebrated Writer proceeds. " For if 
they taught the initiated, that the Gods conv 
monly received had been once men, it is reafon- 
abfe to fuppofe, that they took care that the pub* 
lie religion fhould not fuffer by it, by letting 
them know, that notwiihftanding this they oughf 
to he regarded as Gods^ and to have that divine ho- 
nour and worlhip rendered to them, which anci- 
ent tradition and the laws required ^.'* 
He then produces two paflages from the Divine 
Legation \ which imply that the Myfteries did not 
aim at the fubverfion or extirpation of the public 
worlhip. Hence he infers the Bifhop muft ac- 
knowledge, the inftitutors of the My(ieries were of 
opinion, the difcovery of the human exiftence pf 
the Gods would not hurt or interfere with the cfta- 
blifhed relgion. 

His argument ftands thus : '' The Myftagogue 
would not have dcteded the human origin of the 
Gods, unlefs he had been affured the public 
religion would not fuffer by it. But he could 
not be affural that the public religion would not 

' Vide the Divine Legation. « p. 217. ** p. 218, 2^0. 

"fuffer 
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*^* fufFcr by it, unlefs he was perfuaded the initiated 
*' would ihink this human origin of the Gods per- 
*' feftly confident with the divinity afcribed to 
" them/' 

The firfl: proppfition is true ; th.e fecond is not. 
He revealed the error of polytheifm to very few of 
the initiated, Thefe few entered into the rnoft fo- 
lemn obligations not to difclofe it. At the fame 
time they were outwardly to conform to, and com- 
ply with, the national mode of worfliip. 

Now, what danger to this worfhip, while the 
error of it was difcovcred to a fmall number under 
the precautions juft memioned? But the misforturie 
is, the learned Gentleman will not fee, that the 
Myfteries might fubvert and overthrow the error of 
this worfhip, with rcfpeft to the few^ and yet pre- 
ferve and maintain the praSiice of it, both with re- 
fpedt to the few ^ and the many K 

It 

* According to the Doftor, the Myftagogue not only 
taught the initiated to connply outwardly with the public 
mode of worfliip, but even required them to believe^ that 
the Deities of the higher rank and order, whom he declared 
to be dead mtn^JiiU ought to be regarded as Gods, and to 
have that diyine honour and worjhip rendered to them, which 
ana'ent tradition and the laws required. 

The divine honour and worjhip which ancient tradition and 
the laws prefcribed for Jupiter, was the divine honour and 
worfliip fuppofed to be due to a God, or fuperior Being, 
immortal, incorruptible, without beginning or end. 



Xv ^* 8 Saw?, icra-t yoc^ ain» 

Would then the Myftagogue irjform the initiated that 
Jupiter was only a deceafed man, and at the fame time 
let them know, or command them to believe, that not- 
withftanding this he ought to be worfliipped and regarded 
as a real God, eternal, unmade, and incorruptible ? If he 
.could tell them this, he might tell them anyr thine. Having 
fuch babes d^nA fucklings to deal with, he might. Tike other 

publick 
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It may be faid, the inftitutors of the Myftcrrcs 
had fo high a reverence for the eftablifhcd religion, 
that they would not teach any doftrines inconfiftent 
"with it, even to the fmalleft number of the initiated^ 
and under the ftrongeft obligations to fecrecy. 

I fhall ponfront the objeftion with a f)lain m'atter 
of faft. Diagoras revealed the fecret of the Myf- 
tcrics, and for this he was profecutcd as a contem- 
ner and derider of the national religions ^ The 
fecret therefore of the Myftcries muft have detec- 
ted and expofed the vanity and delufion of this 
fyftem. 

Let then this ingenious Writer point out the par'- 
iicular doStrine or principkj by which the Myfteries 
«3cpofed the nakednefs of the public worfliip, if he 
perfifts in affirming, that they did not do this by 
dctefting the humanity of the greater Gods. And 
here, if I miftake not, he will find himfelf em^ 
fbarraffed to feme purpofe. I know but of two 
doflrines fuppofed to be taught in the Myfteries, 



^ 



publick teachers in the fame fituation, be tempted to try 
how far their credulity would go. 

But hq was concerned with a few of the moft diftin- 
guilhed charafters of paganifm, or perfons eminent for their 
rank, virtue, and wifdom : And were thefe likely to be- 
lieve that a deceafed mortal was eternal, ungenerated, and 
not fubjeft to corruption ? 

^ Myfteria adeo contemnebat, ut multos a virtute aver- 
teret. Hoc igitur impium ipfius ftudium Athenienfes per 
praecohis vocem promulgarunt adverfus ipfum, et in aerea 
columna fcripferunt, ut ille quidem, aui ipfum inter fe- 
ciflet, talentum acciperet. Hoc promulgatum fuit propter 
ipfius impietatem, quia MyAeria narrabat omnibus, ea 
evulgans et extenuans, et illos, qui volebant initiari, aver- 
tens Suidas in Voce Diagoras. 

Dia^orx quidem facrilegam impietatem jure damnabant 
Athenienfes, qui cum arcanos Orphei oermones vulgo 
exponebat) turn Eleuiinia et Cabirorum Myfteria publica- 
bat. Atbenagorae Legatio, p. 5« 
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vvhich could liurt the national religion. Tbele were) 
the exillcnce of the one fuprcme Being, and they 
human extradion of the Dii majorum genciumA 
He contends, that they did not teach the firft, ana 
that the i^econd was not believed to interfere with 
the vulg-ar or popular idolatry. 

Having quoted a paflage fiom Plutarch, in 
which he fpeaks of the Tyltem of Euhemcrus as 
fi^ibverfive of religion, he adds, " It may fcem a 
liitle furprizing, that Plutarch Ihould here repre- 
ienc that as an impious and atheiftical doctrine, 
which, according to .our learned Author, the 
Myftagogue taught the initiated in the greater 
*' MyJlerieSj and which Cicero and others made no 
•* fcruple of declaring V 

He thinks it furprifing, i. That the Bifhop 
fliould affign to the greater Myfteries a doftrinc, 
which Plutarch reprefents as impious and atheiftical. 
2. That Plutarch (hould reprefcnt a dcdrine as im^ 
pious and atbeijiical^ which (Cicero made no fcruple of 
declaring. 

Now we find, that Cicero made no fcruple of de- 
claring with Plutarch, that this notion of Euheme- 
rus, concerning the origin of the Gods, was atbeif' 
tical and impious ; and he then adds, that it was 
taught in the Samotbracian and Eleuftnian Myfteries ". 

As 

^ p. 217. 

" Quid ? qui aut fortes, aut claros, aut potentes yiros 
tradunt poft mortem ad deos pervenifle, eofque, effe ipfos 
quos nos colere, precari, venerarique, foleamus, nonne ex» 
pertesfunt religionum omnium ? quae ratio maxime traftata 
ab Euhemero eft, quern nofter et interpretatus, et fecutus 
eft, praeter caeteros, Ennius. Ab Euhemero autem et mor- 
tes et fepulturae demonftratur deorum. Utrum igitur hie 
confirmafle religionem videtur, anpenitus totamfuflulijji? 

He then adds, 

Omitto Eleufmem fanAam illam, et auguftam, — praetereo 
Samothraciam> eaque^ quas 

— Lcmni 
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As furprijing then as it may feem to this ingenious 
Writer, we have here the authority of one of the 
initiated^ to prove that the Myfteries taught the 
very dodlrine, which both Plutarch and hin^fdf 
condemned as atheijlical and impious. And is it 
any difcredit to the Author of the Divine Legation, 
that he holds the fame language with one of the ini- 
tiated ? 

But, what is more, he who faid all this, and gave 
this moft flagitious and execrable dodlrine to the 
Myfteries, always profefles the higheft veneration 
and regard for them. What are we then to con- 
clude, (unltrfs we fuppofe Cicero had loft his lenfes) 
but that he looked upon the deteftion of the error 
of polytheifm to all the worlds as atheijlical and im- 
fious^ but when confined to a few under the feal of 
fecrecy, as very falutary and ufeful? 

And from this conclufion fo natural and necef- 
fary, we fee, that (if we will believe Cicero before 
this ingenious and learned modern) the Myfteries 
did confine this fecret to a few. 

Were it not that error detffts, as well as that 
truth manifcfts itfelf, the advocates on both fides 
would be able to keep up the quarrel between right 
and wrong to eternity. The Doftor here owns, that 
according to the Bifhop's fyftem, the Myftagogue 
taught the human original of the Gods only to thofe 
initiated in the greater Myfteries. He muft then 
have taught it to very feiv. Confequently there was 
no room to charge his Lordfhip with putting the 
Myftagogue on- the fame foot with Euhemerus, 
who preached this doftrine promifcuoujly to all^ af- 
fuming the office of Hierophant to the world at 
large. 

Letnni 

Nocturno aditu occulta coluntur 

Silveftribus'faepibus denfa. Nat. D. i. 42. 

There 
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There wa^ the iefs room for this charge, as the 
Bi&ap flicws, that the Myftagogues themfelves 
treated thifi doftrine of the detcdion (when pro- 
^Itiulged in «he manner Eubcmerus did it) as impiaus 
Mvd aibeiftical. 

** i Tc^ly agree, fays the Doftor, that the ill 
** «ffea:s of the vicious exanoples of the Gods 
** couW not be cfieftualJy prevented without over- 
•* turning the vuJgar palytbeifm. But the ancient 
** Heathens were of a different opinion : for they 
•' thought this might be effeSually done^ by fhyfical 
•' and alkg^ical interpretations of the hi/lories of the 
** Qods^ without rejeding the Deities then;ifclves, 
•* <M- turning the people from the worfhip of them *".'* 

He agrees that the evil examples of the GoJs was 
an impediment to a good life. But the ancient 
Heathens had another way of mending matters, 
by tbe phyiical and allegorical interpretations juft 
llientioned. We are fpeaking of the Myjieries^ and 
what method the original inventors and propagators 
of them employed to obviate the mifchief of the 
evil ex^miple of the Gods, The Bifhop fays, that 
the ANCIENT Heathens, (viz, the pricfts of the \ 
Myfteries.) ufed the dete<5lion of the error of poly- 
theifm for this purpofe. No, fays the Doflor, they 
did not; for the ancient Heathens (viz. the 
ptii^ofophtrs who lived many hundred years after- 
wards) employed another method, phyfical and al- 
iegoriral interpretations. 

Even thefe late philofophers were far from think- 
ing this an effeSuai and adequate remedy to the 
evit tn queftion. Accordingly we find them breaking 
out, from time to time, into bafty refentmenrs a- 
gainft rheir capital poets. Hence it was that Plato 
banifhed Homer from his republic, and that Py- 
thagoras, in one of his extramundane advcdtures, 
faw both Homer and Hefiod doing penance in hell, 
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and hung up there, for examples, to bleach and pu- 
rify from the groflhefs and pollution of their ideas ®. 

** I cannot, fays he, bring myfelf to bcKeve, that 
•* the legiflaior ever intended that there (hould be 
*• any thins^ in the Myfteries, which fhould expofe 

the eftabliflied religion and worfhip to contempt. 

If Virgil has, according to our Author's moft 
** ingenious conjefture, made a genuine reprefen- 
" tation of the Myfteries, in the 6th book of the 
" iEncid, 

— ** Non temnere divos, 

" was a leflbn carefully inculcated there ^'* 

As to " the legiflator never intending the Myf- 
teries fliould expofe the eftabliflied religion to 

contempt" Who is this written againft ? 

not the Biftiop : for the defign of his whole diflerta- 
tion is to fliew, it was the purpole of the legiflaior 
in the Myfteries to flcreen the public religion from 
contempt : and this, by hiding the dodtrincs, unfa- 
vourable to it, from the general body of the ini- 
tiated. 

The tion temnere divos was a proclamation in the 
LESSER Myfteries, to be told, or, if the Doftor will, 
expo fed to all ; but the origin of the Pagan Gods was 
2ifecretm the greater Myfteries, communicated 
to a few of the principal afpirants. 

Thus'the charge of contradiSicn is removed : for 
it can only be maintained on the fuppofition, that 
the fame My Atrksy which inculcated the leflbn, fjM 

*• This the Doftor himfelf has obferved more than once. 
He fpeaks of ^' Fables which Plato reprefents as not fit to 
" be tolerated in the commonwealth, whatever allegorical 

fenfe may he put upon them^^^ p 370. 

He reprefents Plato as teaching, *' That the ftories 
*' which Hefiod and Homer told of the Gods, were pcr- 
*' nicious and nor fit to be heard in a well-ordered com- 
*^ mon wealth, whether they are pretended to have had an hid^ . 
'* den allegorical meaning or not, ' p, 159. 

P p. 239. 
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temnere divcSj opened and difplayed the error of the 
vulgar polytheism. 

If it revcdt the learned perfon to fuppofe, that 
the greater Myfteries contained a recanta:i n of 
any doftrines taught in the lefs, let him recoUcdt, 
that this rtcaniatim was addrefltd only to a choice 
and fcledt number of thofe who were initiated in 
the laft. 

He does indeed charge the Bifliop with holding, 
that the error of polytheifm was revealed to atL But* 
what then? fuppofe he had charged him with blow- 
ing up St. Paul's. 
< Another of his objeftions ftands thus : '* How 
^S could it be faid, that in the Myfteries the fecret 
\ worjhip of the Deities (prefiding over them) was 

celebrated^ if th^ fecret dcilrine of thofe Myfteries 
** was to (hew, that they were no Gods, and that 
** no worfliip was due to them at all V* 

Here our learned Author is at fault, by not di- 
ftinguiftiing between the fecret worfhip and the fecret 
Joffrine, Whatever worftiip was performed in the 
Myfteries, might in fome fenfe or other be called 
fecret. It was fecret^ becaufe celebrated in conven- 
tions which had the name of Myfteries. It wasfe- 
crety becaufe confined only to the initiated, or to 
all wiihin the walls of the jfacred edifice. Thus the 
general and folemn worftiip in the leffer Myfteries^ 
or the worQiip extending to the whole body of the ini- 
iiatedi which was paid only to the national idols ; 
might be called fecret^ in oppofition to the public 
and open worfliip, with which they were celebrated 
by all the people. But how could tht fecret wor- 
jhip of the lefler Myfteries be affeded by the fecret 
doSrine of the greater? Thofe who celebrated the 
firft, were not let into, or made acquainted with, 
the laft. 

9 p. a4». 
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However it was enough for the learned Writer, 
where he found a famenefs of namfj to fabricaie it 
into a famenefs of nature^ and fo co charge the Bft- 
(hop with contradiction in affirming, that, the focret 
worjhip of their Deities was celebraied, and yet thax 
the fecret doSrine was to fhe w, that ihey defer vcd no 
w.orfnipk 

" Why, fays he, did not the fathers, in their 
** difputes with the Heathens, argue from tbeir 
^^ own Myfteries againft the popular idolatry ? ' *' 
This inJeed feems a mod commodious way of confu- 
tation ; and by the Hke argument 1 would prove the 
Pagans not guilty of idolatry. It is only askivo» 
Why the fathers^ in their difputes with the Heath^ns^ 
did net accufe them of idolatry ? The Dodlor will fey, 
they dij accufe them. And does he fuppofe the lame 
anlwer will not be given here ? They did argue from 
their CiVn Myfieries again/i the popular idolatry. 

1 hey maintained that the Gentile Gods were dSe- 
ceafcd mortals, and confequently not the proper 
objcfts of the divine honour and worfbip paid W 
them. The Pagans denied the premifcs^ sm^, in 
order to evade the charge of the human origin oi 
the Gods, allegorized their hiftory, and preteade4i 
that the feveral circumftances of it were defigned for 
the vehicle of phyficaly morale and dr^int tx\^h%^ 
For they were not extravagant enough to think o>f 
maintaining their divinity, on the fuppofutkui. tjb^^ 
they had once been men. Here the fathera appeal 
to the Myfteries, as declaring, that they were <^|ead 
men deified '. For their humaa original being 
once proved, the error of their vvorihip,^ or of the 

^-" ' Ex ipfis itaque Myfteriis intelligere debqerunt homi- 
' rlibus fe mortuis- jupplicare. LaiSfantius de Falf. ReL i. 20. 
^ vide tooc. 15. It is ufual with Cyprian, Auflln^ MfnttcittS^' 
'Felix, &c. to argue from the -feiiie^pic, 

vulgar 



[ 29 3 
Yulgiar polythcifo), ^s^ %Uavi(e4 QU both (idea to 
follow of CQurfc. 

A£lming therefore, . that the My.fteries decef^< 
tb^ fairman birth and coiuUUon of the. greater Gods,, 
(and thi& allcnioa was eternally repeated by the; 
fathers) was a^rcing^ that they dUcQve9::ecl the vi 
nity and iiUufion of the common polytbeifoi. 

kaftan mentions fome books ofBkgorasy in which; 
he treated the popular liJi^viaities with as much free- 
dom a$. any of the primitive apolggids. He re* 
preaches, the Pag^ans wich contrftdidtkm and incoiv» 
^ftency, becaufe they eyprefled the higheft indigna« 
tioa againil the Chriftians for reje&ing their Gods 
aS) ties, Qon&nie, and io^pollyre, acvd yet permit-i 
ted iiKKea CQ. read the^ l^ooks of Dii^ras with impiw 
mty. ' A learned critic thinks tbefe are the books 
in which he is fa>d to have ridiculed and expofed 
the Myfteries: not cQQtent with h^iviqg made theoi 
the fubjefk cf deriCoa and cQntcmf t in his coouoon 
eQnverfauon "". If this gpnje^ure be well founded) 
and it ap(>QaFs fr^m the context tQ he extremelj; 
probable«i it will foUow, tbat >^hen Tatiau argues 
from tbefe tosksy he argues from ike MyJ fries again{^ 
the vulgar idolatry. 

$ut fuppofe the fathers had omitted ta employ 
tjhit argumei>t from the Pagan Myfteri^s again^ 
tbfi Pagjan idolatries, what follows but that they did 
pot m.ake' ibe beft of their caufe ? that they mgbt 

^ Dia^oia9 AthenienCs erat v fed quod Myfteria apud 
AthenienCs prophaQaflet^ punitus eft: hujus P^rj^^/^j //- 
tfros cum kgatisy nos odifits^ et eum Leonis commentaries 
fafvctis, ncSh-as vedargutiones aegre fertis. (Tadan contra 
Graecos.) 

" Vof&us, referring to the paiTage juft quoted, fays, 
Phrygios fermones fuifle arbitror hiftoriam eorum, quae ad 
Cybelen, five matrem Phrygiam, et ejus facra pertinerent; 
atque ah eo efle hog fine confcriptaoi^ut a facris illius ho- 
mines averteret* De Hiftoricis Graecis, p. 436. 

have 
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Inde hominutn pecudumque genus, virtue vo^ 
lantum. 

Dr. Middlcton indeed very frankly owns that 
the Myfteries taught the Unity ^ But, if I rc- 
meniber right, the late &i(hop of Exeter warmly 
efpoufes our Author's interpretation of the 6th 
Mn^id^ and yet ftrgiuoufly ni^intains, that the Myf- 
teries had nothing to dd wirti tire dodtrinb io quef- 
tion. In other words, he ftrenuoufly maintains that 
the verfes here quoted are fpurious. 

Dr. Leland aflcrtfc, p. 3fOi^ *' That the Egyp- 
" tians did not reafon out the principles of their 
*' theology, but profeffed to have derived it 
/*' from oradidoti, *A^t fhty Ikpt as afictetttf 4l)0iP' 
'• felvesj and carefully concealed from the people*^ 
At the fame time he confefles, that the Unity was 

• -part t>f the pi ' ivate tmd t t rearn theology, wWcb was 
thus ftudioufly fecreted from the vulgar. It muft 
then have been the hidden^oftrifle of the Myfteries. 
For that the private and arcane theology of the 
Egyptians was delivered in their Mjfderie^ will 
admic of no qutfft'ron ^. 

It is well Known, that the ferpent was majic one 

of the reprefentatives of tht fupreme Being, (m ac- 

■ count of its fpirit, vigouf, activity', long Iffe, afid 

' Vevirefcence. Philo BjiUus fpe^s of it as ctidc^d 

^ As to the <iifrerence between the univerfal nature or 

fi>trit^pervaitng all thii}gs^vi\i\^ was taught in the'Mvfb- 

' lles^ and the w-m^ft notion df the &nifna murtdiy or umt^' 

• falfouly vide tWvine Legation, ^ttA. ii. p. a^o* 2<f6. 

*= ** The reverence with which he (viceiw.) aiMiys 
•* fpeaks of thefe Myfteries, and the hints he has drQpt;'of 
.'' their end and ufe, feem to confirm what a very learned 
*** and ingenious Writer has delivered of them, that they 

were contrived to inccdcate fhet/tiityofGoily aniJke im» 

mortalHyqf thejoul^^ Vol. i. p. 44. Ltfe-of CiCeto. 

** In Egy^t the hidden doSirines of the Myfteries, and the 
arcane theology of the philofophers,. were one and the fame. 
In Greece they were very dilftrent. Vide Divine Lega- 
tion, vol. ii. p. 106. 
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with alrthefe qualities, and therefore ufsd in the 
Myftertes. He fays, ** The Phsenicians call it the 
*• good Etemon, arid tht']£gyptians to the fame 
*^ purpofe, Cnepb ^'^ Nfbw we knpv# thic the Er 
gyptitos b^ Cnepb irifeant the fuprcme Being, or firf^ 
Caufe of all things ^ The fuprcme Being therefore 
ifiuft have been the bbjed! of their Myftcries. 

He adds, ** Epeis^ the prihdpal and moft diftin- 
•* ^uifhed of the Egyj^tian Hiefophatits, declares, 
** that the ^rfi and niofi divine of all Beings^ was 
•* tcfirefented by this fymbdl ^." As then we have 
fhewti, that this fyiiibol was employed in the Myf- 
terie^, we have the authoritjf of the hierophant him- 
fclf to fJrove, that the Unity was taught there. 

It todld hot, indeed, be otherwife, ilnce thi$ 
animal Was ufed in the Myfteries on account of tbofe 
Very qualities^ which werfc fiippofcd to rcridet it the 
proper fymbol and reprefentative of* the fuprcme 
tjod. 

■ ■ ■ ■ 

We will now prdcedd tb his Lordfliip*s tcftimo- 
nies. '^ The Egyptians, fdys Clemefij, did not ufe 

* Diuturnae admodum vitae eft, nee folutn exuto fenio 
juvenefcit, verum' etiam majera corporis fimul et virium 
accipit incrementa, donee tandum confe£lo certo quodatv 
annorum curriculo in feipfum iterum diffolvatur, quemad- 
yiodum in facris etiam tabulis idem Taautus fcriptum reJi^ 
^uit. Id quod in caufa fuit cur hoc^ animantium eenus in 
facris tariter atque Myfleriis adhiberi foleret. lUua quidei|i 
Phaenices bonum Daemonem, ^gyptii vero Cnephum fitni- 
liter nuncuparunt, eidemc^ue caput accipitns ob praecip.u- 
2&m quandam hujus volucris agendi vim addiderunt. Philo 
Bybfius in Eufeb. Praep. Evang. i. lo. 

Ev. 3, II- , 

' Quinetiam Epeis illc, quifummus ab lis facrorum inter-' 
pres (»i^o(parr*}c) et fcriba nominatur, quemque Arius Hc- 
. racljeopolites lingua Graeca donavit> fic ad verbum rem iftam 
allegorice expofuit, unus omnium maxime divinus (to v^urit 
ov ^uoTetTov) erat Terpens. ille qui aceipitris formam prae ie 
fcreba^ Eufeb. P.JBv* i. lo. 

F " to 
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^ to reveal their Myftcries iadifcrimkiatefy to alT^ 
•* nor expofe their truths Qonceirning divine matten 
«* to the prophanej but to thoffi Virho were to fucceed 
** to the adminillration of the. Itace» and to fucb ef 
*• the priefts as were mojt approved by tbei^ eattcaiion^ 
^ learning and quaGty **/• 

" Cbfyjipfus fays, that the fccrct doShines concern- 
** ing divine matters^ are rightly called TEAETAt^ 
^* for that thefe are th6 lafl: things the initiated 
^ (hould be informed of; the foul having gained 
^* an able fupport, and, being poflelled of her 
^ defires, can keep filent before the uninitiated and 
•* prophanc.** To the fame purpofe, Clemens^ 
•* The doftrines delivered in the greater Klyfteriesjr 
** are concerning the universe* Here all inftruc- 
^* tion ends. Things are feen as they are, and na^ 
^* ture^ and the things of nature are givenr to be 
** comprehended '.** 

It may at firft feem doubtful whether Clemens in 
the laft quotation means the cofmical or the theohgicaU 
nature. But this he peirJTedry clears up in the next 
paflagc, informing us, that the firfi intelligence or fu- 
preme caufe of all things, was ofiered to thle con-^ 
femplation <of the initiated. Em rnv ir^otrnv v^rmt 

a^X^^ ^oioujXEi^ot, procedentes ad primam inteUigintiap- 
jJNcr reiblutionem, ex lis quas funt ei fubjedta ducen-^ 
fes initiu^ \ 

Though the two pafliges firft cited do not ^^- 
plicitly point out the Unity as the grand objeft oF 
the Myfteries, yet it is amazing fo very peripicacK 
eus a writer as Dr. Leland fhould not fee that they 
do k implicitly. 

^ Divine Legation, p. 163* Clemens Alex. Stxmu 5» 
p. ^6. Ed. Par. 
* Divine Legation, p. 16%^ 
k p. c8z. Ed. Par. 
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In the firp-, Cleinens declarers that t|ie Myft^ ies 
iiiiciilcated fome religious principles, . or truths con-^ 
<ermHg divine malters^ whicl) cpuld .be ^parted only 
to perfgns eminent for their btrth> rank, and ftar 
tion, of diftinguifhed by their education, merit; 
and learniiig. The ^rc^na then of the Myfbsrii^ 
cijuft ha^e ipcjuded the beft, founded, and fpofl: 
rational part oIF th^ Egyptian theology^ The mly 
4g[ueftion xhercfore wiu be. Whether this theology 
iaii^hc the do6brin^ of the Unity? And this can b^ 
410 queftion with thole, who are cofiverfant in thp 
andent learning and thieologlcal fyftems of Egypt K 

As for Chryfippus, be fays thefe fecret rel^iajff 
idoSrines are rightly called Taitom, wbiich fignifie^ 
either th^ Myfteries, or the laft and final things^ 
They mud thien have opened and explained the /^ 
and final things ^ or have given all the iriftruSHan and 
if^omuiUon in duuine tfiatiffrst which was neceilary 
to perfed men in religipiis knowledge, Conijbr 
^uently they taught the chief and pripcipd^I branch 
of this knowledge, or the notion of the fupreme 
caufe of all things. 

He might have his eye on the morp corred and 
€xa£t account which the Myfleries gave of the po^ 
pu)ar Gods. But as he declares they gave all the 
information in divine matters neceifary to perfe& 
men in religious knowledge, he could not but ex* 
tend their inftrudtion to the Unity. 

' This can be no queftion with the learned DoSor, bcr 
•caufe he maintains,, that '* the Egyptian theology, derived 
'* from ancient tradition, which they kept as a fecret to them^ 
^' Jehes^ and carefully concealed Jrom the pesple^^^ taught the 
principle of the Unity, vol. i, p. 301. 

Clemens was fo far from denying the Egyptians this 
4o£lrine, that he feems determined to aflert it to them at 
all adventures. Sometimes he pretends they ftole it from 
Mofes and the prophets, and fometimes, that they had it 
if ib$ lUv^ktim ^ Angels from Heaven. Strom, ptffim. 

F 2 THnr. 



The learned Pofltor makes (hort. work wjth, 
and ftrikes out by one fingle da(h of his pen, the 
t^ree teftimohiesjuft recited, as wholly trifling and 
inlignificant to the point in difpute. *' All we can 
** gather froni them, fays he, is that the Myfferics 
** treated of divine matters^ *of the' nature of the 
^ Godsy arid of the umverfe^ but th^y have not one 
•^ word to fhcwj'that the dbftrine of the Unity was 
•• there ".'* To make good thefe aflertions, he 
muft fliew fir ft, that ^the firji intelligence is not the 
lame with the one true God. 2. He mud prove 
againft himfelf, and all antiquity, that the Unity 
was not taught in the private and arcane theology 
of Egypt: And gdly. That it was not difcovered 
in the time of Chryfippus. For, if it was difco- 
yered in his time, he could, not but hold it necef- 
fary to perfeft and complete men in facred and re- 
ligious knowledge. 

I fhall here tranfcribe a paflage of Plutarch, 
brought by his Lordlhip to (hew, that the Myfte- 
ries were invented, eftablifhed, and fupported b^ 
lawgivers^ For it is equally calculated to (hew, 
that they taught the Unity. " It was, fays Plu- 
tarch/ a moflt ancient opinion delivered down, 
from legijlators and divines, to poets and philo- 
fophers, the author of it ehtirely unknown, but 
f ' the belief of it indelibly eftabli(hed, not only in 
tradition, iand the talk of the vulgar, but in the 
Mysteries, and in' the facred offices of religion^ 
both amongfl Greeks and Barbarians, fpread all 
•' over the face of the globe. That the univerfe 
V was not upheld fortuitoufly, without mind, rea- 
f^ fon, or a governor to pre(ide over its revolu- 
^' tions "." 

1 produce this paflage with the more confidence, 
becaufc the very learned Dodor has himfelf fince 

^ f*z%i* ^ Divine Legatiopy p. ^o^. 
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brought i( to (hew, fbe notion of the tm$ fftprtm God 
'fivas never intirely extinguijbed in the Pagan world ^. 
I fhall truft to his known candour apd ingenuity to 
own, that if it proves this aaainfl: the deifts, it muft 
equally prove againil himfei? the main point which 
we are now controverting. 

Again, Plutarch, in this fame traA of Ifis and 
Ofiris, fpeaking of the temperance, and the rigid 
and auftere ceremonies, required of the afpirants 
to the Myfteries of Ifis, fays, " The end of thefe 
** is to attain the knowledge of ibe fupreme Beings 
f and Lord of all things^ whom the Goddefs ex-? 
^< horts thtni to inquire after, as dwelling and 
f ' abiding with her. On this account her temple is 
^* called Ifcion^ in allufion to the knowledge of the 
V fclf-exiftent Bting, which may be acquired there 
** by thofe who approach it with prudence and fanc^ 
" tity '." 

Here the Dodtcr obje(5ls,.that the Bifhop ihpuld 
lay no ftrefs on the authority of this traA of Ifis 
and Ofiris. For that he holds, " It was dircdly 
** written to fupport the national religion, and to 
*^ (hew, that all its multiform worfliip, was only 
y an addrefs to the fupreme Being, under various 
*' names and covers ^" 

He owns the Bifhop " has very well expofed 
** Plutarch*s fchcme, and the fliifts he was put up* 
*f on to fupport ir/' In arguing againft the deifts, 
he condefcends to accept the Bifhop's account of 
the fcope and deftinatiqn of this piece, and declares 
the whole of it is manifeftly defigned for the pur- 
pofe above mentioned \ But, notwithftanding 
this, he holds himfelf authorized to quote froni it 
on feveral pccafions, more particularly with regard 

* Vol. i. p. 83. ' Ifis and Ofiris, kSt. %• 

? p.'aaa. ' p. 425. 

to 
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to the Pftgan dodrine of the Unity. And can fo 
candid a -Writer have any thought of arrogating 
thisexclttfirt piivil^ to himfelf, and denying it to 
all others? efpecially to die Author, to whom he 
owris Mmfelf indebted for all he knows of the pur- 
pofe an.d delign of this work* 

He riiiiiks no (frefs fhould be laid on Platarch*^ 
freaitife of I(is and Ofiris, becauie it was written to 
fupport Paganifm. By the fame reaifon, no ftrefs is 
to be kid on the authority of the fathers, becaufe 
their wprk^ were compofed to fupport Chriftianity^ 
/"^^But, Jet me afk, Does not common fenfe dired^ 
\ us to diflin^uifh and (hew what is to be doubtedl 
^and what admitted in writers for a caufe or party ? 
ft'lutarch endeavours to blanch Paganifm by allego- 
rical interpretations of the invention of his broth^ 
priefts, and of his own. But are we to conceive^ 
that either would be fo fhameiefs as to affirm, that 
fuch and fuch things were taught in their rites, if 
they were not taught there ? What infidel ever 
doubted that the particular dodlrines were held by 
the church, which the ecclefiaftical writers of tl}9 
feveral ages deliver hiftorically to us? 

How did the learned Dodor relifli the fame forf 
of objeftion, when urged by Lord Bolingbroke, to 
fliew that no credit was due to the ancient Pag^qi 
testimonies collefted by Jofephus ? 

But to proceed. His Lord (hip has cited the folr 
lowing paflage from Galen's Trad of the ufe of tbf 
farts of the human body. " The ftudy, therefore, 
** of the ufe of the parts, is not only of fervice to 
** the tnere phyfician^ but of much greater to him 
•« who joins philofopby to the art of healing 5 and. 
^* in order to perfedl himfelf in this Myftery, la- 
*•" hours to inveftigate the univerfal nature \ They, 
^^ who initiate themff 1 ves here^ whether private n^ea 

* 0^9 fVfl'K* 
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** or bodies, will find, in my opinion, nobler in- 
^^ ilrudion than in the rites either of Ele^fis or 
" S4m$tbrac^ '/' , 

We are told bere^ tbut the o>»i. f u<rK^ or univirfd 
mUure, might be learned either by the afparanc in 
the Myfterie$, or by ibe pbilo/opker in the ftudy of 
the frame wad, ftruAure of the human body. 9ut 
the learned . in antiquity well know, that the o^n 
^K, or umverjal nature^ was the lame with ihefirfi 
iMteti^mci^ or the fupreme caufe of all things. 

It appears from the tour of the paflage, that the 
Myfteries prefented the fame idea of a God» . which 
the philoft^her difcovered in ftudying the ftrudlure 
df the body^ or contemplating the works of the 
creation. And, what was the idea of God, which, ac^ 
CiordiAg to Galen, the philofopher deduced by thisi 
medium ? Why, he informs us in this very book', 
that tt was the idea of a Being infinitely wife, good^ 
and powerful ''. 

Here 

* Divine Le|;ation, p. t6c, 

• *' I conceive piety and true religion towards Goi tb 
^ confift in this, not diat I (hould fachfice many heca- 
^* tombs, or burn much incenfe to him, but that 1 (hould 
'^ myfdf acknowledge, and then declare fo others, how 
•* great his wifdom is, how great his power ^ and how great 
•* nis go9dntfi. For that he would adorn the whole world 
•* after this manner, envying to nothing that good which 
•* it is tapable of, I conclude to be a demonftration ctf 
•* moft iabiolute goodncfs, and thus let him be praifed bjr 
^^ us as good. And that he was able to find out bow all 
•* things might be adorned after the beft manner, b a fign 
•^ of the greateft wifdom in him. And laftly, to be able tb 
'* eficA and bring to pafs all thofe things which )^ haiL 
^ thus decreed, argues an infuperable power.'*— —I hare 
civen this paflage from Gaten in Cudworth's tr^hflatioi^. 
Vide Intdledual Syftem, p. 444.. 

Varro too declares, that the fhilofophical idea of a God> 

was the idea of a Being preiidmg over the whole fyftem^ 

and go^ming and direOTiig all tnings by his wifdom and 

•power. Hi vi& Varroni vic^ntur ammaavertifie quid eflet 

■' DeiK» 
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Here again the Doftor objeds, that ^^ Gafen fkyi 
** nothing by which we can fbrm a judgment, whe- 
*^ ther the Myfteries inftruded men in the do6brine 
•* of the Unity V And to this I (half readily ac 
cede, if he can fhew, that the ancients held more 
umverfal natures^ or more unoriginated, indepehd* 
ent, and felf-exiftent Beings than one"^; ^ For we 
. have jufl: fhewn, that this is the notioh- of the Deity 
which Galen afligns to the Myfteries. " ' ^ * 

Strabo fa/s, " ^be fecret celebration dftbe Mffie-^ 
** ries^ PRESERVES THE Majesty due to the 
•* Divinity, and^ at the fame time, imitates its no* 
♦' ture^ which hides itfelf from our fenfes** Upon 
this his LorQiip remarks as follows : *^ A plain in*" 

Deus, qui crediderunt eutn eile animam motu ac ratione 
mundum gubernantem. Aug. de Civ. Dei. 

^---* The Doflor, in difpara^ement of the notion of the 
[Unity taueht in the Myfteries, fays, ^' It can hardly be 
J *' fuppofed the magiftrates and ereat men of the ftate had 
) ** more right notions of the Divinity than the philofo- 
/ ** phers, who had very wrong ones.", p. 196. 

I muft take the liberty to remind him, that, in the-E- 

gyptian prieft, the two charadiers of Ugiftator and MUfo-^ 

poer were incorporated, and went together. In Egypt, 

therefore, the hidden do^rines of the Myfteries, and die ar* 

fana of the fchools, muft have been one and the fame. Di* 

vine Legation, vol. ii, p. 106. ^ 

>- Now the Egyptian fages could have no very grofs con- 

f ceptions of the Deity, fmce they reprefented him as a fpi- 

- rit difFuiing itfelf through the world, and perv^ing all 

^ things by its virtue and power. Divine Legation, vol. ii. 

In Greece the cafe was very different. The two cha- 
ra&ers of legjflator and philofopher were always kept diftin^, 
and conduaed on different principles. The confequence 
is, i!i\2X.xht hidden doSfrines of the Myfteries, and the aCr- 
cana of the fchools, were feparate and ,diftin£t things. 
But then, unfortunately for the Doctor's diftinAion, the 
advantage was on the fide of the legiflators and ftatefmeh. 
For theie^ while aiming at their profelled end, the prom^ 
tion of utility, were not likely to concern themfelves with 
thofe nutaphyfical fpeculations concerning God and the foul, 
whiob were the opprgbrium of the Gre^k philofophy. 

^^ ti^natioD 
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** timatidft of the nature of the fecret. Add had 
there bben any ambiguity, he prefcntly removes 
it, where, fpeaking of the different faculties ex- 
ercifed in the different rites of religion, he makes 
philofophy to be the objeft of the Myfteries ^." 
Dr. Leland replies, that ** by the Divinity 
*♦ Strabo does not fecm to underltanJ the one fu- 
" preme God, as diftinguifbcd from the inferior 
** Deities; but the Divinity, in whofe name, and j 
•* to whofe honoi^r, the Myfteries were celebrated, 
** fuch as Apollo, Ceres, and Bacchus, of whom 
•* he immediately after makes mention *." 

The word ufed in the original is to 8«*oi/, which 
often fignifies the one fupreme God, in oppofition 
to the inferior Deities *. 

It is natural to believe it figni6es the fupreme 
God in this place, becaufe Chryfippus, Galen, Cle- ^Uj-^* 
mens, concur in affirming that the bed and foun- ^r\ 
deft part of the Pagan theology, more particu- 
larly that part of it which taught the firft intelli^ 
gencCy univerfal naturey or father and maker of the 
world, was delivered in the Myfteries. 

But fays the Doftor, " I cannot find upon a 
** careful examination of the paffage, as it lies in 
*' the original, that Strabo reprcfcnts philofophy as 
'* the objeft about which the Myfteries are conver- 

'* fant. But allowing it to be fo, fince he dbes 

** not explain what philofophy it was^ it would leave 
us ftill in the dark. For that the philofophers 
were far from agreeing in their notions of the 






y p. 164. * p. 222. 

* Redditur ctiam to ^i»o» faepe Deus, fed ita tamen ut in- 
telligendum fit, non de quolibet deo, ab ipfis etiam pro- 
fanis fcriptoribus dici, verum de eo qiiem intelligerent cum 
&W dicebant quafi h.u'v sro;^*?-, ad diiFercntiam eorum, qui 
multi appellatione ^ffc-p includebantur, fummum videlicet 
flipremumque numen. Hen. Step. Thefaurus Grace Ling. 

torn. i. p. 1534. ^ r.. . . 

G *' Divinity, 
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«* Divinity, fufficiently appears from CicQro*s cclc* 
** braced book de Natura Deorum \** 

To this I reply, upon the moft careful examina- 
don of the context, I find nothing, to which the 
pbilofopbizing there mentioneJ, can be applied, but 
to the Myfteries : and as the Doctor does not poinc 
out anjf other obje£t^ I am the more coaBrmed ia 
believing, that it is applicable to thefe only. Be- 
fides, Galen declares, that the pbihfopbical idea of 
the Divinity was the objeft of the Myfteries *. 

And as Galen has fo precifely marked out the phi- 
lofophical idea of the Divinity, or declared it to be the 
Idea of the Maker and Creator of the World, we need 
be in no pain for any thing which our learned Au- 
thor may produce from Cicero de Natura Deorum^ or 
/any other quarter of antiquity. He muft have re- 
l courfe to fome monuments not yet extant, if he 
7 will (hew that the theiftical philofophers held more 
{ vnoriginated and felf exiftent Beings than one. 
His Lordlhip prefents us, with the following 
teftimony of Jofephus: " Where, in any place 
•* but in this, (Judaea) are the whole people^ by 
** the fpccial diligence of the priefi', to whom 
** the care of public inftrudion is committed, 
•* accurately taught the principles of true piety ? 
" So that the body-politic feems, as it were, 
'* one great ajfembl)\ conftantly kept together, for 

• p^ 222. 

* The learned Bayle, who was as poorly and meanty 
prejudiced againft the Pagan Myfteries, as any of thofe 
zealous fathers of the church, whom he moft defpifed, was 
yet ingenuous enough to own, on the tejlimony of this pajfage 
in Strahoy that they taught the do£trine of the Unity. JLcs 
Paiens difoient que les fecrets desMyAercs font paroU re Dieu 
plus majejlieuxy et quails font une image deja nature ^ vu qu'il 
eft cache a nos fens. Myftica facrorum occultatio maje- 
ftatem numini conciliat, &c. Strabo, 1. lo.— -DiiSion* 
vo]« i\u bocin. 
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the celebration of fome facred Myfteries. For 
thofe things which the Gentiles keep up for a 
few days, only, that is, during thofe folemnitics 
they call Mysteries and Initiations, we, 
with vaft delight, and a plenitude of knowledge, 
which admits of no error, fully enjoy, and per- 
petually contemplate, through the whole courfe 
** of our lives. If you aflc the nature of thofe 
** things, which in our facred rites are enjoined and 
" forbidden, 1 anfwer they are fimple and eafily 
*' underftood. The firft inftrudtion relates to the 
Deity^ and teaches, that God contains all things^ 
and is a Being every way perfeft and happy ; 
*' that he is felf-exiftent, and the fole caufe of all 
" exiftence, &c. ^ " 

Jofephus was engaged in controverfy with the 
learned Pagans. The Dodlor fays, they boafted of 
their Initiations and Myfteries, as containing the 
moft facred and venerable part of their religion % 
As then the Unity was one part of their religion ^, 
they muft have afferted this doftrine to the Myfte- 
ries. And ^ow docs Jofephus anfwer this part of 
jtheir argument, when called upon to fet forth the 
fuperior advantage of the Jewifli religion over the 
Pagan ? Why, he does not infift, that the one had, 
and the other had not, this dodrine •, but afterts 
two prerogatives to the firft, from the different 
manner of teaching it. For that this taught the 
Unity to all its followers without diftinftion, and 
at all times and feafons. On the other hand, the 
Pagan religion imparted it to very few^ during the 
rare and temporary celebration of the Myfteries. 

^ Divine Legation, p. i66. 

« p. 225. 

' Jofephus well knew that this was part of their religion, • 
as he aiferts, that the more learned Pagans entertained the - 
fame idea of the fupr erne Being with Mofes. Cont. Ap. 2.^' 
16. 31. 

' G 2 Ta 
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To confirm this I (hall add, that in fctting forth 

the fuperior excellency of the Jewifti religion, he 

had nothing to argue from with rcfpefl: to the U- 

ni y, but the different mode of teaching it. He 

declared as (Irongly as his adverfaries, that the 

learned Gentiles had this doflrine, and affirms, that 

they enxrtained the fame notion of the fupreme 

/Being with Mofes. He does not allow them this 

I knowledge by way of conceffion^ fince he appeals to 

y the very paflage, in which Plato declares this doc- 

(^rine could not be intruded to the people ^ 

Thus we are debarred the liberty of allowing with 
the Doftor, that Jofcphus was cajoling the Gen- 
tiles **, or gratuitoufiy arguing on their own repre- 
fentation of the Myftenes, when he fuppofcs that 
they taught the fame notion of the Unity with the 
Mofaic law. 

If he was cajoling the Pagans^ who generally gave 
this account of their My fteries, we (hall have the 
crmcurrsnt evidence of the Pagans to fhew, that the 
My fteries taught the Unity. This is the very thing 
the Bifhop undertook to prove. The Dodtor con- 
traJids him. In the rage of contradiftion, before 
he is aware, himfelf aflerts the very fa6l he was 
controverting, and in* order to take away one wit- 
nefs, fairly gives his adverfary all the reft. 

The eminent Writer goes on thus: *' It is ob- 
*' fcrvable that Jofephus does not enrer upon the 
** confideracion of the nature and defign of thefc 
'^ Myfteries, or the dodrines that were taught there, 

* Cent. Ap. 1. 2. i6. 31. 

He well knew, that he could not more efFethially ex- 
pofe the impotence and inefficacy of the religious wifdom 
of the Pagans, than by (hewing, that when they knewGod^ 
they were unable to make a proper ufe of this knowledge, 
or to glorify him as God by preaching him up as the O^e^ 
of the public and national religion. 

^ p, 225. 

** though 
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though be is very plain and exprefs in the ac- 
count he gives of the principles the Jews were 
taught ia their laws, particularly relating to ib.e 
one true, abfolutely perfed God, the fole caufe 
'' of all exiftence '/* 

This is truly pleafant. I will fuppofe fome of 
our biftorians to have faid, the Saxons invaded, 
ravaged, and then conquered Britain, juit as the 
Franks did Gaul. I will fuppofe too the public had 
generally .acqqiefced in this biftorian's afTertioq. 
After this comes a critic, and. fays. Gentlemen, 
you are all miftaken ; this cannot be the biftorian's 
meaning ; if it had, he would have given you the 
hiftory of Pharampnd, as he has done that of Hen- 
gift and Herfa. 

Nor do I well fee^ fays the learned Do&or, 
how a Jewilh prieft Ihould be a competent wit- 
•' ncfs to inform us of what was the principal fe- 
cret of the Pagan Mytterics, and which they were 
boiind under the moft tremendous feal of fecrccy 
*' not to reveal \'* He well knew, as appears 
from this treatifc, that the Unity was one part of 
the private and arcane theology, which the Pagans 
dare not lay before the people. And as " they 
^' boafted, that their Myfieries and Initiations, 
** contained the moft facred «nd venerable doc- 
" trines of their religion,'* how could he help fee- 
ing, that they boafted of their Myfteries and Initi- 
ations as teaching the Unity ? 

The Dodor is very right in obfcrving, that the 
initiated were bound under ibe moft tremendous feal of 
fecrecy^ not to reveal the arcana of the Myfteries. 
And for a long time this might be kept inviolate. 
But in the decline of Paganifm,. when Jofephus 
wrote, the fecret had tranfpired, and been -often 
mentioned in the writings of the learned. 

*p. 225^ kibid. 

There 
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There was nothing the patrons of the M yfterles 
were more ftudious of concealing than the human 
original of the Gods, And yet, if we may judge 
by TuUy, even the more virtuous and fobcr part of 
the initialed made no fcruple of declaring in their 
writings, that this was one of the arcana of the Myf- 
teries. 

The curious and inquiGtive among the ancients, 
had been long in pofTcQion of writings, which gave 
fofScient information of the fecrets in queftion. 

The Bi(hop has (hewn, not by conjedture, but 
by pofitive and direft tcftimony, that the fragment 
of Sanchoniathon contains the very htftory which was 
read in x}cit greater Myfteries ^ 

We find frequent mention in ancient writers of 
a piece entitled \i^(i% Xoyo^^ or the Holy Oration. It 
is fometimes attributed to Orpheus, and fometimes 
to Telauges, Pythagoras, or one of his early fol- 
lowers ■*. We are told, that this work included an 
account of the arcane doBrines which Pythagoras 
learned from Aglafpbamus the Myjtagogue^ when be 
was initiated into the Thracian Myfteries ". 

Fabriciusy fpeaking of fome works of Orpheus 
called TtXiTAiy or the Myfteries^ fays, Traditam in 
illis credibile eft Orphicorum facrorum et ogy^aa-fAon 
rationem. Ob haec ipfa fcripta et Theogoniam, vi- 
detur potiflimum Orpheus apud Virgilium tulifle 
nomen ThreicH facerdotisy et apud alios BtoXoyn. ? 

Again, notwithftanding the arcana were delivered 
to the initiated under the moft awful and folemn feal 
of fecrecy, yet there are many on record for having 
betrayed them in diredt violation of the moft facred 

^ p. 17?- 

^ Jamblichus de Vita Pythag. Diogenes Laertlus, 1. 91. 
98. 

" Jamblichus de Vita Pytl\^g. !• 146. Proclus inTi- 
maeum Platonis, 1. 5. p. 291. 

"* 3iblioth. Graeca, vol. i. p. 128. 

engige- 
9 
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engagements to the contrary. And no doubts but 
many others^ unrecorded and unnoticed in hiftory, 
might be guilty of the fame impiety. The magi- 
ftrace would indeed exert himfclf to fupprefs <he 
propagation of this fecret : he might fo for fucceed 
as to hinder it from fpreading amongft the popu- 
lace ; but the more prying and fagacious mud have 
feen much farther than he could have wiflied. Very 
authentic aiccounts of the difcoveries made by Alex- 
ander and Diagoras had been preferved amongft the 
karned, and handed down to the time of Tatian, 
Athenagoras, &c. 

Befides, the Doftor has obferved, that the Jews, 
from the time of the captivity, to the coming of 
our Saviour, had been ufeful in fpreading the know« 
ledge of the true God amongft the Gentiles ^ Now 
amongft the many illuftrious converts made to Ju- 
daifm, we may reafonably prcfume that fome had 
been previoufly initiated in the Pagan Myfterics. 
And why might not the Jews learn from thefe the 
arcana in queftion ? 

We will now examine what our learned Author 
has advanced on the authority of the fathers, to 
(hew that the Myfteries did not teach the Unity. 

He fays, " The primitive Chriftians are not to 
** be blamed* for the bad opinion they had of 
•' the Pagan Myfteries V* And in what did this 
bad opinion confift ? Why, firft, in fuppofing they 
were a fink of the groffeft impiety and atheifm. 
2dly, That they, in their firft and original confti- 
tution, promoted and encouraged all forts of licen- 
tioufnefs and debauchery. 

He lays his main ftrefs on Clemens Alemndrinus^ 
who concludes his long and Earning invedlive 
againft the Myfteries in thefe words: *' Thefe are 
** the Myfteries of atbeijiical men. I may rightly 

' Vol. i< p. 437. ' Argument of c. 9. 

♦• call 
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" call thofe Atheists, who arc dcftitute of the 
^^ knowledge of him who is truly God, and moft 
** impudently worihip a boy difcerped, or torn in 
^^ pieces by the Titans, a woman lamenting, and 
•* the parts which modefty forbids to name."— ^— 
^^ And he repeats it again, that they are ignorant 
** of God, ctytfoatri rov &eev, and do not acknowledge 
" that God who really is or exifts '.** 

When he fays, " Thefe are the Myfterles of aibe^ 
^^ iftical men^^ he muft in the laft words include 
the inftitutors, conduAors, and participants of the 
Myftcries. Now thefe will include all the more 
virtuous, rational, and thinking part of the ancient 
Pagans % What he a£Brms then is, that all the 
more virtuous, rational, and thinking part of the 

Gentiles, 

' P- 245- 
^ • It was fo cuftomary for all the Pagans of fuperior and 

diftinguifhed charafters to be initiated, that the learned 

Bently made no fcruple to ailert Socrates muft have been 

one of the number. Collins had faid, '^ Socrates made 

*' Myfteries no part of bis religion/' To this the great 

Critic replies, *' No Myfteries ! A wager with our writer, 

*' that he was initiated in the Myfteries of Ceres Eleu- 

*' fina." — Remarks on Collins, part ii. p. 178'. However 

we are as certain, as hiftory can make us', that Socrates 

was not initiated. V. Lupan and Diogenes Laertius. 

On the other hand, one oithe more early Writers againft 
the Divine Legation maintained, that Socrates did not meaii 
to exprefs any very favourable opinion of the Myfteries, even 
in the paftaj^e which the Bifhop produced to (hew, that be 
conceived highly and honourably of the inftitutors of thefe 
rites. " In my opinion, fays Socrates, thofe who efta- 
** bliftied the Myfteries, whoever they were, were well 
** Jkilled in human nature* For in thefe rites it was of old 
** fignified to the afpirants, that thofe who died without 
*' being initiated, ftuck faft in mire and filth ; but that 
^^ he who was purified and initiated, at his death {hould 
*' have his habitation with the Gods." Divine Legation, 
p. 185. ^ 

The original is, x^ xtt^unvno't t^ o» T»q rsT^ra^ KonTHT^oivriif 

The 
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Qentlles, v^trt chargeable with impiety and atheifm. 
la other wprdis, there was nothing but Atbelfm and 
impiety in the Gentik world. And will the autho*^ 
rity of a father, or even all the fathers in conjunc-. 
tion, be deemed fufficieot to eftabliih a charge fo 
very atrocious, malignant, and incredible ? 

As he holds Clemens Mamelefs for advancing this 
charge, he muft hold Chryfippus Strabo, Galen^ 
Plutarch, extremely blamcable for having fpoke fo 

The objeflor thought, that Socrates could not intend 
to exprefs much regard for the infti tutors of thefe rites, as 
he fays only, that they were » ^avxoi, i. e. literally, not rman 
or CBntemptibU perfons. But he (hould have known that 
in the Qreelc and Latin languages, the negation of ill is 
ufed to fienify the hieheft good. Livy, fpeaking of Poly- 
bins, calls him haudquaquam fpernendus au£ior *, i. e. 
an author of the firji rank and diJiinSiion, Homer calls 
Achilles, «it a^otw^aTof Ax«'^uv t» nopihe worftfoldier of the 
Greeks J meaning, we know, the beji. Herodotus fays, 
w 'Fu cccr^iHfaru ao^i^v llt/Gayop*) ;|;, literally a philofopher not 
bf the meaneji authority \ but we all know it was his 
intention to fay, he was a philofopher of far greater autho^ 
rity than all others. 

Had the objeftor never heard of thefe things? Aut IL«» 
LAUDATi nefcit Busiridis aras? T'he fame figure is 
often ufed in holy Scripture. " 71)e Lord luill not hold him 
•* guiltlefs^ who taketh his name in vain ;" i. e. will looic 
upon him as a mofl flagrant and atrocious ofFender, and pu- 
tt i(h him in a moji fever e and exemplary manner. " Ye 

** know that your labour ihall not be in vain ;" i. e. 
ihall be arnply ?ind Jiberally rewarded. St. Paul, enume- 
rating the tranfgrefiions of the Gentiles, fpeaks of " men 
f* working with men thofe things which are not conveni^ 
^* ent or feemly^'* ra f**? xa0>5*'.i-Tcr, defigning to fignify 
the mofft flagitious and deteftahle of all vices. (Romans i. 28.) 
Our Saviour declares, that they '* who teach men to 
*' break any of his commandments, fhall be the leaji in 
** the kingdom of Heaven ;" i. e, they, leaJl of all men^ 
were to expeft a portion in this kingdom, or they, of all 
men, ihould be the farihefl ixQta e>er entering into it. 
.(Matthew v. 19.) 

* L. 30. 45;. t isth Iliad. X L. 4. Sc<a. 95. 

H favour- 
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favourably, as they have done, of the Myftcries^ 
J For thcjjpeak of them as teaching the Unity, and 
i/\ all tHemblime and important truths, which were 
' neceflary to pcrfeft men in religious knowledge. 

If he be fingular enough to fancy the authority 
of Clemens fupcrior to that of the great and refpcft- 
able names juft recited, I mud beg leave to add 
another, which, by his own confeffion, will be fa- 
tisfaftory and decifive. And that is the authority 
of Clemens himfe!f, who oflen fpeaks as highly and 
honourably of theMyfteries, as any of their warrtieft 
encomiafts in the Pagan world. 

In one of the citations above \ he aflures us, that 
they taught the exigence of the one God, or the 
fupreme caufe of all things. 

In another "^ he reprefents them as opening all 
the treafures of facred and divine truths, which 
were moft prized and valued by the bed and 
wifeft of the ancient Egyptian fages. Having 
joft obferved, that none but perfons of the moft 
eminent and exalted virtue were raifed to the 
higher offices in the Jewijh churchy he adds, that 
*' on this account^ or, in imitation of this praSlice^ 
** the Egyptians did not communicate their Myfte- 
** ries promifcuoufly to all, but only to thofe who 
"' were to fucceed to the adminiftration of the ftate, 
** and to fuch of the priefts as were moft approved 
** for their education^ learning and quality.^* Thus 
the myftagogues were engaged in the nobleft 
office of humanity, or the difpenfing the purcft 
and brighteft rays of religious light and knowledge 
to all who were able to receive them. 

Again he declares, *' That certain luftrations were 

^ Vide above, p. ^4. a paflape quoted from 1. c, Strom* 
in which the Myftcries are faid to offer ibejirft intelligenci 
to the contemplation of the initiated. 

^ Above, p. 34. Clem. Al. p. 566. 

*< proper 
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•* proper before initiation. For that it was the 
** province of the Myfteries to cleanfe and purify 
•* the minds of the afpirancs from the impious and 
•• erroneous opinions^ with which they were previ- 
« oufly imbued, and to convert them to the truth ''.'* 

He fometimcs dcfcribes the Myfteries as a fagc 
and excellent provifion, well adapted to the blind* 
nefs and infirmity of human nature, which render 
the genera" / of men unable to bear the truth *. 

Speaking of the adyta, or retited apartments in 
the Egyptian temples, in which the Myfteries were 
celebrated, he puts them on. the fame foot with the 
part of the Jevoifh temple over which the veil was caft^ 
as if both had been intended to fignify, that the more 
profound and facrcd doftrines of religion, were not 
to be laid before the people. He muft fuppofe 
then, that the afpirants had the fame advantage 
over the uninitiated, with regard to religious know- 
ledge, which the high-prieft, by his accefs to the 
holy of holies^ had over the vulgar Jews ^ 

The 

ytvt TOK fAOgtffS^ f44!>J\M(riif a^hQva-ut, u^ hovy Tfjy odcov aTrodifcevov; oo|avy 

Ante Myfleriorum traditionetn luftrationes quafdam ad- 
hibendas initiari volentibus cenfent. Ut pote, quum opor- 
teat, impiam deponentes opiniomm^ ad veram conuerti tra* 
ditionem. Strom. 7. 714. 

* p. 595. He here (peaks of them as hiding and fccreting 
their docbines from popular knowledge per modum occul- 
tationis, qui efl vere divinus^ et maxime nobis necej/arius— 

T9K iVUtfiv^iUi Toy T^OTToy, Buov ovTct ui otXviSuu t^ ' avctyxcuoTaTQif 

^ Propterea per modum occultationis qui eft vere di- 
vious, et maxime nobis neceiTarius in adyto veritatis repo- 
fitum verbum revera facrum, ^gyptii quldem per-ea quae 
apud ipfos vocantur adpa^ Hebraei autem^^r veium fignrfi- 
cabant : quae adire folis licebat, qui erant ex ipfis confe- 
crati, hoc eft, deo dedicati, quibus erant Gircumcifae vi- 
tiorum cupiditates, per fuam in folum Deum charitatem, 
Non mundo cnim mundum tan;^ere Platoni quoque vidc- 

H 2 batur 
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The Doflor fays, Clemens is not to be blamed for 
rhe unfavourable defcription which be gives of the 
Myfteries. The advocate for this inftitution will fay, 
he is not to be blamed for the eulogium which he 
b'eftows upon them, when he reprefents them as the 
grand depofitary of the mod facred and religious 
truths ^. Which is in the right, muft be fubnaitted 

to 

batur efle nefarium. Hinc prophetise et refponfa dantur 
per aenigmata. Nee oftenduntur Myfteria iis qui teimere 
accedunt, fed cum quibufdam expiationibus et pr«dic- 
tionibus. p 595* 

' It was but natural for him to fpeak thus faigjily and 
magnificently of the Pagan Myfteries, -finc« he himfeif in- 
troduced, or, at leaft, encouraged the introdudion of, the 
fame fort of difcipline into the Chriftian church. For he 
pretended to be intruded with certain facred and fublime 
do(5trines, which were to be communicated only to tbe/ieWf 
and not laid before the Body of the faithfuU Udi profanum 
vulgus ct arceoj was the honeft Chriftian theology of thofe 
times. . . , • 

. Some of them carried their extravagance fo far that they 
would not commit their myftical and arcane 4o<ftrines to 
■writingy left they fhould by this means come to the know- 
ledge of the common Chriftians, or the unimtiated and prg^ 
fane vulgar. Thus Origen fpeaks of certain Myfferies 
chaftis non eommittenda in £pif. ad Rom. c. 2. 

Clemens juftifies this method of teaching by the example 
and authority of the Pagan Myfteries, and the AubU aoc^ 
trine of tjie philofophers. 

But to difiipate and remove all doubts with regard to the 
propriety and refiitude of the praftice, he takes upon him 
to affign it a much higher and nobler origin. For he very 
frankly and roundly declares, that our blefled Saviour had 
a fyftem of private and arcane principles, which he com- 
municated after his refurreftion, to only two or three of 
his apoftles. They taught it to the reft^ and dicH it was 
communicated to the feventy *. This facred depofitum 
was not, tt feems, to be entrufted to writings as it wouM 
have been difhonoured and debaftd by being put on the 
fame foot with the vulgar and common dodrines deKvertd 

♦ Strom, p. 322. 

in 



to tfic judgment of tlic public. In the mean tim6 
it mafjr t)e worth obftrvtng, that when he fpcaks fdt 
them, he is fccofKted by the concurrent teftimonyof 
the ableft and wifeft )?agans. When he fpeaks againft 
them, he is contradifted not only by the teftimon|r 
of the ableft and wifeft Pagans, but even by h^ 
own. 

It may, perhaps, be thooght Clemens was guilty 
of no contradiAion in the accounts which he give) 
of the Myfteries. In the time he wrote, they werfe 
in fuch a date and condition, as afforded a handle 
to Yay much good or much ill of them, as a zea- 
lous advocate for Chriftianity was difpofed, either 
for the gratification of his humour, or the fupport 
of his argument, to reprefent them. The Author 
of the Divine Legation has (hewn how early and 
■how eafily fome of them became corrupt. When 
Clemens regarded the Myfteries in a light injurious 
to Chriftianity, as when they pretended to luftrate^ 
and purify, and regenerate the participants, he then 
took the advantage of the corrupted Myfteries, and 

in the books of the New Teftament. But though the pof- 
.feiibrs of it were cautious of making it too cheap by re- 
vealing it promifcuoufly to the whole Jlocky yet he gives us 
to unckrftand, that himfelf was one of the choice and fe- 
\t8t perfons, who were fevoured and diftinguiftied above 
their fellows, by being initiated in thefe myftical and ar- 
cane doctrines f* And as he had the honour of beine ap- 
pointed to communicate them to others, he muft have oeea 
one of the Myftagogues . and Hierofhants of the Chriftian 
church. 

Is not this pradlice in fome of the primitive fathers more 
than a thoufand arguments to (hew, that in their opinion, 
and in the general opinion of Paganifm, very fublime doc- 
trines were taught m the Myfteries ? I fay, in the generat 
'pinion of Paganifm. For this Antichriftian imitation of 
the Pagan Myfteries was to make them think the more fa- 
vourably of the new religion. 

t Sfrom. p. 323, 324. 327. 

called 
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called the participants Atbeifts. When he- wmted 
to do credit to the Cbriftian do&rine of the Unity 
amongft the Pagans, he then has recourfe Co the 
pure and incorrupt Myfteries, and reprefenta them 
as teaching this atnongft the other facred and fu- 
blime doarines of the Pagan theology. The Bi- 
ihop has (hewn, that Virgil and Apuleius have 
drawn a pidture both of the pure and debauched 
Myfteries. The one are recommended to the ve- 
neration of their readers, the other are expoied to 
their abhorrence. 

It is of no confequence to my prefent argument, 
whether we admit this folution, or hold that Cle- 
mens was ail along fpeaking of the fame Myfteries, 
and fo chargeable with contradidion and incon- 
fiftency. For on the laft fuppofition I need only 
alk, Whether his teftimony is more credible when 
oppofed to,v.or when confirmed by, the concurrent 
evidence of the beft and wifeft Pagans ? 

Our learned Author quotes Eufebius, as giving 
the fame odious and deteftable charader of the 
Myfteries with Clemens. But Eufebius only quotes 
from Clemens, and only quotes with the Dodot 
the place in which he represents them as a diabol!-' 
cal inftitution, fraught with the moft exctrable im- 
piety and atheifiii. Both Eufebius and the Doctor 
might have produced the paflfages, in which he 
fpeaks of them ay replete with the moft facred and 
venerable truths, or the beft and foundeft parts of 
the religion of the wifeft and moft enlightened Pa- 
gans. But then, what ufe could they have made 
of his Authority in the prefent argument? 

After all, ^owc^n the Doftor require us to be- 
lieve, on the i^rmation of Eufebius, that neither 
the inftitutors, nor conduftors, of the Myfteries, 
knew any thing of the one true Cod? Eufebius 
I hinxftlf 



Wmfclf tells us, that the Myjlagogue was clothed in 
the habit of the Creator «. Now was he diftin- 
guiflied by this particular bahit^ that he might fcat- 
ter his impiety and athcifm with more decorum and 
propriety ? Or was it poQible he (hould have been 
thus diflinguilhed, if neither the inftitutors, nor 
conduftors of the Myfteries, had known any thing 
of the one true God? 

Again, he has preferved a fragment of Philo By- 
blius, which informs us, that the Terpen t was made 
an ehiblem or reprefentative of the one fupreme 
God, and, as fuchj often ufed in the Myfteries \ 
And would the Dodlor have us rejeft', on the autho- 
rity of Eufebius, two fafts, which are thus cx- 
prefsiy vouched and attefted by Eufebius himfelf ? 
Would he have us believe, on the teftimony of 
Eufebius, that the conduftors of the Myfteries 
knew nothing of the Unity, when Eufebius himfeff 
aflures us, that Epcisy one of the Hierophants or 
MyfiagogueSy taught this very doftrine ? 

I {^11 now hazard an obfervation or two on at 
little poem, going under the name of Orpheus, 
which the Bilhop fuppofes to .have been the very 
hymn fung in the greater Myfteries. It runs thus : 
*' I will declare a Secret to the initiated ; but let 
*' the doors be ftiut againft the profane. -But 
" thou, O Mufaeus, the offspring of the bright Se- 
*' lene, attend carefully to my fong, for I fhall 
** deliver the truth without difguife. Suffer not, 
" therefore, thy former prejudices, to debar thee 
** of that happy life, which the knowledge of thefc 
*' fublime truths will procure unto thee : but carc- 
•* fully contemplate this divine oracle, and preferve 
•* it in purity of mind and heart. Go on in the 

■ Prap- Evang. 1. 3, 12. e» ^g roKxar* £^fV0-fy« jxt;r>i^o($ 

> VW? p. 33- 
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?' right way, zndfee the /ok Gcvemer of the wvrU: 
*^ be is one, and of bimfe^alom ; and to that one all 
** things owe their being. He oper^ites through aO^ 
«^ was never fcen by mortal eyes^ btit does hinjieff Jet 
** every one *.'• 

The Bifhop does not bring this poem, as fbme 
would infiouate, to (hew that the Myfteries teach 
the Unity. Having previoufly proved the affir- 
(native by very clear and folid arguments, he offers 
this as the hymn in which they taught it. 
. Clemens Alexandrinus ufhers it in with the foI« 
lowing words: ^^ But the Thracian myftagogue, 
V who was at the fame time a poet, Orpheus, the 
•* fon of Oeager, af:er be bad opened the Myfie^ 
«* r/>i, and fung the whole theology of idols', 
^* offering a recantation of what be had before faid, 
** introduceth the truth, and delivers, though latf| 
*• the truly facred dijcourje^^ i. e, the hymn above- 
mentioned ^« 

He fpeaks of an ancient poem, in which Or- 
pheus, ** After be bad opened the Myfteries^ and fung 

* Vide Divine Legation, p. vrj. 

** The Orphic vcrfes, fays Dr. Leland, whether com- 
•* pofed by Orpheus himfclf or not, give, in many in- 
** ftances, ajuji reprefentation of the ancient pagan thedlogy^ 
vol. i. p- I02. Suppofing then the poem above quoted 
was not the hymn fung in the Myfteries, yet it will furnifb 
a ftrong prefumption, that the Unity was taught diere. For 
it reprefents this as a private and arcane doSfrtne^ which was 
(0 if witb'heldfrom the ^i^^Aot, i. e. the uninitiated. 

** To undcrftand the force of this paflage, we arc to 
'know, that the Myftagogue explained the reprefentations 
in the Myfteries ; where, as we learn from Apuleius, tbe 
iupernal and infernal Gods pafled in review. To each of 
thefe they fung an hymn, which Clemens calls the theokp 
cf Images^ or Idols Thefe are yet to be feen amoogft tne 
works afcrtbed to Orpheus* 

• Divine Legation, I /c^. Clem. Admon. 48.^ . . 

?' many 
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*• inany hycnns in honour ,Cff the vulgar deities^ jf^- 
^' canted all be bad before ffUd^ by teaching the U- 
^^ nicy." It ihquld ifem then, that the hymn 
teaching the Unity, was as much a part of the 
MylierieSy as f hofq celebrating ibe tbeology of idols^ 
or fung in honour of the popular Divinities. THe 
only difference is, the one {xreceded in the leflef, 
the other followed in the greater My fteries. 

It begins with the formula ufcd by.the-inyftar 
,gogue on that occafion, warning ^f be prof ane Jo hep 
.atdiflance\ and in the fourth line, mentions thac 
new life or regeneration^ to which^the iaitiated wexe 
taught to afpire \ 

it contained a palinodia or recantation of the po- 

^pular theology. And we know from the hiftory of 

Diagoras, that the bj:phic hymns fung in the Myf- 

teries, contained a palinodia or recantation of th)s 

'fyftcm^. 

Each of the hymns in the leflfer Myfteries, cele- 
brating the honour of the idols or falfe Cods, was 
called li^oq Xoyaq. In oppoiition to thefe, Clemens 
ftyles this nfog oyrtoq Koyog^ or the truly faered dif 
€ourfe. In another place, fpeaking of the difcourXe 
which inculcated the grand arcanum of the Myfle- 
ries, he calls it *«goff «Ti;t»«? Xoyoj \ 

.When in the h^umour to fpeak favourably of the 
Myfieries, he fpeaks of them as teaching /'^^ y^w^ 
doSlrine of tbe Uniiy^ with the hymn we arc here 
conlidering \ 

s We have £h.ewn above that Diajgor^s was pro(cribed 
for divulging the Orphic hymn fung in the Myfteries. 

^ liob .TtfTo T«» TiK 9VMtM^tiq rov mv&tf diioy mtm tq fltXiid«)^tj 
ava^XtitioraTo* ini^if vt ro a^if TUf aX9]df»«( avox<(/bMvoir» lEPON A« 
TEXNnS AOrONy A»yv7T»o» yM iut t*;!* vr»^ «VTtf) tiiurkft n»h»V' 
^¥uff £C^a»oi jf hot Ttf 7r»^avrracrfMtroq tiyi|«rr9» 

I It 
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It is, after all, of no importance to his 1jOt6^ 
fliip's main fyftem concerning the Myftcrics, whe- 
ther he be right or wrong ip his conjefture on this 
ppem. • However, a few ftridlures on what the 
Doftor has allcdged in oppofition to it, may not 
te -unfeafonable. 

Clemens obferves, that it came lafe^ ** But this, 
** fays the Doftor, could not be, if the fong made 
<* part of the Myfteries, and was fung by the hiero- 
^ phant himfcif, at the time of the celebration. 
■** For then it muft have been fung in the pro- 
" per feafon,' according to the order and courfc 
" of the Myfteries ^" 

' Notwithftanding- it was fung at the very time 
which the order and courfe of the Myfteries reqinreS^ 
it might be faid to come late. For it did not com- 
mence till the opening of the greater Myfteries. It 
was then of no advantage to the main body of the 
initiated, who had been difmiffed with all their an- 
cient prejudices full blown upon them, or under the 
ftrongeft impreffions in favour of popular theology. 
Again, " If Clemens, fays he, bad believed this 
' «• hytnn to have been a part of the Myfteries, he 
* *• would not,- as he -does in a paffage to be produced 
«' afterwards, have called thofe Myfteries, ibe Mjf- 
' ** teries of Atbetfts^ or fay, of thofe who celebrated 
" *•' aiid condufted them, that they do not acknowledge 
' ** him who is truly and really God *.** 

He fhould have refledted, that he has to do with 

a Writer,. who fometimes fpeaks gf the Myfteries, 

as the fchool of impiety and irreligion, and alfo 

. often reprefentstli^m as the true fepofitory of all 

' facrcd and diyire knowledge ; more particuldrly as 

explaining the firft intelligence^ or the Unity of the 

* p. 226, 227. 

' p. 226. • ■. ^ 

^ Godhead. 
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Godhead* How extravagant then is it to affiriA/ 
that he could never declare them the repolitories of 
the Unity, and all facred and religious truth, be- 
caufe he had called them the Myfteries of the A-' 
theifts, or the fchool of impiety and irreligion? I 
might as well fay, he could never call them the 
Myfteries of the Atheifts, or the fchool of impiety 
and irreligion, becaufe he has often declared tbeot. 
the repoiitories of all facred and religious truth. 

The learned Gentleman feems to have deceived 
hi/nfcif by fuppofing, that Glemens muft always 
have fpoke of the Myfteries, in the fame conftant, 
uniform, and unvaried manner. 

But " If this hymn, fays the Doctor, related to 
*' the moft facred part of the hidden doftrine of 
** the Myfteries, and was communicated only to a 
*' few of the initiated, under the moft tremendous 
** feal of fecrecy, it is hard to conceive, how it 
•' (hould come to be openly publi(hed bo the world, 
*• fo that the Jews and Chriftians Ibould know it %" 

Now he himfclf afllires us, that many of the firft 
Chriftians, initialed before their converfion, were 
well acquainted with the arcana of the Myfteries, 
and knew all that was revealed in them ". 

The affumingfometimes that they could not pof- 
iibly know,, and at other times thac they could not 
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vol. i. p. 228. 

" '* It may be reafonably fuppofed, that confidering the 
*^ great number of perfons, which were converted from 
." Heathenifm to Chriftianity, in the firft ages df the Chrif- 
" tian church, many of whom were of confiderable parts 
" and learning, there were not a few, who h,ad been admij- 
•* ted both to the leffer and the greater Myfteries, and were 
*^ therefore well acquainted with the nature and defign of 
*^ them. And though, whilft they continued Pagans, they 
** might have thought themfelves obliged not to reveal the 
*' fecret doctrines which had been taught in the Myfteries, 
•' yet, upon their embracing Chriftianity, they would not 
** have looked upon themfelves to be any longer under en- 
** gagements to keep the fecret." p. 244, 

1 2 but 
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tnitknbw, thefe arcana, juft as th^ various purpofe 
of his argument may fciquire ; is going greater 
lengths than would be allowed to any other writer. 

. Again ; he contends that the theology of idolSj or 
the Wolatrous theology, mentrorted by Clemens, 
was the whole theology of the Myftcrics; If jb, 
Clemens muft have been very converfent in the 
Orphic poems, which contained the whole theology, 
or ALL the private and arcane dolfrines, that were 
revealed to the initiated. 

He will give me leave to add, that the fathers 
were in poflTcflion of the writings of Melanthius, 
Menandcr, Hicefius, Socades, who all wrote ex- 
J)rcfsly on the Myfteries °. 

The arcana of the Myfteries were the lefs likely 
to efcapc them, as they were perfeftly acquainted 
with what had paflcd between Alexander and the 
Egyptian hicrophant on this fubjeft. For it is to 
them we are indebted for this curious anecdote. 
They knew that Diagoras had been profcribed for 
publifhing the Orphic hymn fung in the Myfteries. 
And it is no improbable fuppofition, that they had 
the very writings in which he publifhed this hymn^^ 

All the Fathers, to whom the hiftory and writ- 
ings of Numenius were known, muft have had an 
ie.ify accefs to this fccrct. For he is faid to have 
violated and proftitutcd tnc dignity of the Myfteries, 
by unveiling and laying them naked before the un- 
initiated and profane \ 

The 

• ** Vide Meurfius de Eleufiniis and Divine Legation. 

It appears from Porphyry, that rrrany ancient authors had 
publimed accounts of the Myfteries of Mithras: for he 
(peaks of Pallas, as being the beft and ableft of all the wri* 
ters OK thisftthjeh, De Abf, 2. 56. 
P Vide part i. p. 29, 

*> Numenio inter philofophos occultorum curicfiori of- 
:fcnfam numinum, quod Ekufmia Jacra interpretando vulga^ 

. verify 
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The Do^bof snakes ic matter of great importance; 
^* that many learned perfons, both ancient and 
'^^ modern, have been of opinion, that we have no 
*< verfes of Orpheu9 remaining, which can be dd- 
*^ pended upon as his '." But why this to the Au- 
thor of Divine Legation ? Has he engaged to be 
fponfor for the genuinenefs and authenticity of the 
Orphic verfes ? Does he not fpeak of them as com^ 
poHtions afcrihed to^ and going under the name of 
Orpheus ? 

As for the hymn in queftion, he will readily 
own, that it was found among the compofitions m 
the fpurious Qrpheus. All he contends for is, thac 

it was the hymn fung in the Myfteries. It bears 

the plaineft marks and lignatures of this hymn, and 
may be conceived to have come among the com* 
politions juft recited in the following manner. An 
impoftor writes and publifhes hymns in the name 
of Orpheus. Now Orpheus was the myftagogue 
in theie fecret rites. How then could he poflibly 
carry on the cheat more effeftualiy, than to give 
the hymn fung in the Myfteries, which (he being 
initiated in the greater Myfteries) we muft fuppofe 
him poiTeftcd of, under the venerable name of Or* 
phcus ' ? 

The 



verity fomnia prodiderunt, &c. Macrobius in Somn. Sci« 
pionis, 1. I, 2. 

Meurfius, in the loth chapter de Eleuliniis, fpeaking 
of the books, which contained the arcana of the Myfteries, 
and were read to the afpirants during their celeoration* 
brings the following; paflage from Galen : £t Myfterioruiu 
libros au(i funt quidam non initiatorum legere. 

' p. 227, 228. 

» We may be told, it is not credible that any of the ini- 
tiated would publijh in their writings the grand arcanum of 
the Myfteries. But fome of the quotations produced above, 
particularly that from Jamblichus, p 46. flxcw, that the 

initiated 
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The t)o6!or fays, ** This hymn is given more 
*' "at large by Clemens in his Stromata, and at ftill 
^* greater length by Eufebius ^*' And fome of 
the additional verfes feem to point at Moft: and 
Abraham. But if fo, how is it poffiblc that it 
'fliould have been the hymn fung in the Myftcnes ? 
To this I reply. It is allowed on all hands, that the 
ix)ems of the fpurious OrpheOs have been interpO' 
lated^ and that the verfes pointing at Mofes and A- 
Irabam were an interpolation^ will admit of no doubt *. 

initiated fometimes really did do what the obje£Uon fu|>- 
pofes they never could do. And as fuch books were only 
intended for the ufe of the few, there was not much dan- 
cr that the fecret (hould get air, and come to the know- 
edge of the people. Accordingly we find, that the an- 
cients were not very cautious and tender of openly deliver- 
ing in their writings thofe doctrines, which they were moft 
ftudious to hide and conceal from the vulgar. 

The prefent poem will be a very pregnant proof of this, 
notwithftanding we'fhould allow it was not the hymn fung 
in the Myftcries. For it profefles to teach a dodrine, 
which was to be Jludloujly Jeer eted from popular and common 
knowledge* 

It was not then, as now, when a numerous edition of 
any book may be propagated from the prcfs. Manufcripts 
were but in few hands, and the liberty of tranfcribing in- 
dulged only to fuch as were deemed capable of keeping the 
fecret. 

^ p. 227. 

»» The learned Mofheim, fpeakin|; of Cudworth's re- 
marks on this Orphic poem, fays, Lxtat, praeter al'os, a- 
pud Eufebiurt Pr^parat. Evang. 1. 13: c. 12. una Cum aliis 
Orphei verfibus, in cjuibus et fequens de Abrahamo extat 
oraculum. Omnes illi verfus depromptifunt, Eufebio auc- 
tore, ex Ariftobuli, Judaei, et philofophi fimul peripatetic! 
opere quodam ad iEeypti regem Ptolemaeum exarato. Sed 
hi ipfi verfus apud Juftinum M. in cohort, ad Gentes et 
apologia fecunda aliter multo fefe habent, neque paucis eq- 
jum, qui apud Eufebium ofFenduntur, carent ; in quibmet 
hi de Mofe et Abrahamo verfus funt^ quos fruftra in illo, ut 
a Juftino exhibetur, fragmento quaefiveris Orphei. ^uare 
perfpicuum eft^ f^jjf^ ^^l Chrijiianorum vel jiidaorum ali^ 
queni^f qui prifcos Orphei verfus ex fuo ingenio interpolauerit* 
Moiheim's Cud worth, vol* i» p. 34;, n 37. 

Well 5 



Well 5* but the very poem quoted hy the Bi/hopj hia 
been arraigned and treated as the forgery of fome 
Cbriftian. It co"uld not therefore be the hymn fung 
in the Myfteries^ The charge of forgery has bcca 
raifcd on the 5th verfe ; ' 

Juftin Martyr, if the Cobortatio ht his, fuppbfes 
that ii^o; Xoyoq means the Son of Godj and Langos 
tranflatcs thefe words by verbum divinum. Hence 
Cudworth feems to have inferred, that this poetn 
muft have been the compofition of fome Chrijiian *"• 
But VigeruSy by his more jufl: and accurate tranfla* 
tion (divina oracul^) fhcws this inference to be vi- 
fionary and groundlcfs *. 

It would be pleafant enough to find the terms 
Ofio; Koyoi offered as a proof, that this could not he 
the hymn fung in the Myfteries. For where is tKe 
diflFcrence between 0«of and »ffo? Xoyoq ? Now we 
know, that the hymns fung in the Myfteries were 
denominated i«f 01 Xoyoi. 

Clemens, in the paflage above quoted, fayS, 
** Orpheus, the Thraclan myftagoguc, opened the 

- *' Myfteries, cdebrated the theology of the idols y or 

- *^ fung hymns in honour of the national Gods, and 
** then retrafted and unfaid all he had before 
** taught, by delivering the poem in queftion.'* 

As the Doctor maruains, that this poem was no 
part of the Myfteries, but a paiinodia or recanta- 
tion of the religious principles inforced in them, he 
lays himfelf under the necefTity of holding, that 

"^ Intelle£hial Syftcm, p. 301. 

* Mofheim fays, Mihi vlgcrus i-efte fententiam perfocx- 
ifle videtur Orphei, qlii ejulmodi perfonae, qualis eft ianc- 
tiffimum Dei verbum^ hie mrnime meminit. ^0 circa nee 
tpifsefly ut Chriflianum aliquem banc verfum Orpheofuppofu'- 
tue exijlimemus. Dicamus potius Juftinum contra mentem 
Orphei ChrifHanae difciphnae femina in eo quaeftvifle. p. 
S-fB, n. 39. 
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ifhe theology of idols^ or the idolatrous theology, was 
ibe whole theology of the Myfteries, and confequcnc- 
ly, that they had nothing to do with the more fu- 
blime and venerable doftrines of paganifm ^. 

He fet out indeed with advancing this ftrange p^v* 
radox, or affirming the original defign of the Myf- 
teries'was ^^ to bring men to a greater awe and ve- 
^ neration for the laws and religion of their com* 

y The do£i;or holds, that Clemens all along fpeaks of ibe 

fame Mvfteries, and is conftftent in the account which he 
gives of them. Let him then vindicate his conjiftency on the 

luppofition that he here reprefents them as teachmg only 
the vulgar and fabulous theology. 

In one place he declares, that they were open to none 
but men of fuperior rank^ education^ merits and teaming. But 
furely no extraordinary (hare of thefe accomplimraents 
could be deemed neceflary to qualify them for. the know* 

- ledge of the vulgar and fabulous theoJc^, or a heap of des- 
picable trafh^ which was every day ^eely coomiunicated 
to the meaneft, loweft, and ipoft worthlefs of the people. 
He fays the Myfleries were a fage and excellent provi- 
fion, *' well adapted to the blindnefs and infirmity of hu- 
*' man nature^ which render the generality of men usable 
*' to bear the truth." Now the generality of men couM 
hardly be thought incapable of bearing the popular theolo- 
gy, which was invented for their ule, and -purppfely let 
down and accommodated to the groflhefs of their under- 

^ftandings and prejudices. 

He tells us, ^^ that the participants had the fame ad- 
*' vantage over the uninitiated, vidth regard to religious 
*' knowledge, which the high-prieft, by his accefs to iht 
** holy of holiesy had over the vulgar Jevra.'* How is this 
coniiftent with the fuppofition, tl^t the afpirants were in* 

.. firuifled in nothing more than the common and popular 

* theology ? . . 

In his admcnition^ he loads with the moft bitter exccra^ 

. tions thofe who imported the Myfteri6s out of Egypt into 
Greece. He charges all who conducted and partook of 
them with impiety and atheifm. But, in the fame treatife, 

. he obferves, that Orpheus, who brought the Myfleries out 
of Egypt into Greece, was one of uie myftagogues and 
condudors of them y and he fpeaks of him at the bxDt 
time as teaching the Unity, and dete^ng the faUhood of 
the vulgar idolatry* 

■4 ^n* 



[ H ] 

«c 7r)r V* Tliis was a very partiaf and inadequate 
l3tpreienCa(ion, when he was fpeaking of the Myfte- 
ries ingeuerah the greater as well as the lejfer. There 
ia no room to belkye the firfi were calculated to 
imprint a deeper awe and veneration for the fublick 

They opened the human original of the greater 
Gods to the moxtfenjible 2LV\d judicious part of the 
afpirants. And were pcrfonsof /i?/j charabl^r likely to 
CBCertain: % greater awe aiid veneration for them, or 
to think mm'e highly di their difoinity^ on being in* 
formed that they were, men, atul fomeumesr the 
weril and moft deteftable of men ? For fame of 
them had been the oppcobriumof luimanity ; thieves ^ 
Vi^ahonds^ murdtrm^ adulterers^ pathicsy or all which 
it was podible for the baieil and vileft of men to be. 

If the Myfterics infpiitd a greater reverence for 
the national religion. How could Diagoras's ^i^ 
ruling the fccret of the firft, expofe the honour 
ind credit of the lafi ^' How could his publi(hing 
the Orphic hymn, ufed in the Myftcrics,, bring hioi 
under the imputation of ridiculing the public re- 
ligion, if all the hymns fung on the occafion cele- 
brated the theology of idols^ or the praifcs of the po- 
pular Gods? 

If the greater My fteries looked with fo favour- 
able an afpc<5t on the public religion. What had the 
Egyptian hieropl^ajnt jo f^fr frorrtjhe promulgation 
of the fecret ? Or, How could Varro have faid 
they were inftituted for the conveyance of certaust 
Truths, which it was not expedient the people Jkculd 
know *? 

Chryfippus and Clemens agree in affirming, that 
Jhe Myfteries taujght the arcaj^e and recondite theo- 

.* p. 206. 

* Multa efle vera, quae \\i\%o fcire non fit utile; multa- 

3ue quae, tametfi falfa fint, aliter exiftlmare populum expe^ 
. tat,^ Et ideo Graecos Teletas ac Myfieria taciturnitate pa- 
"[ue inclufifle. Aug. de C. p. 1. ^. 31. 
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k^y, or the feledl fyftem of facred and divine truth^j 
which was hid from the vulgar Pagans, Strabo ai 
Galen acquaint us, that they opened and explainedf: 
t\it pbilofopbical notions of the Divinity, But wiB 
any one fay, that the fyftem of arcane and reconditf. 
theology, or the pbilofopbical notions of the Divi^^ 
nity, would attach its votaries more clofely to thri 
national religion ? 

Thus I have taken the liberty to examine the two 
propofitions advanced by this celebrated Writer: 
I. That the Myfteries did not deted the error of the 
vulgar polytheifm. 2. That they did not teach the U'* 
nity. How far the evidence I have offered may be 
fufficient to invalidate both, or either. of thefe aller* 
tions, muft be fubmitted to the judgment of others. 
As for myfelf, I fhall, at leaft, have the pleafure 
and fatisfadion of affording the learned perfon aa 
opportunity of adding new light and ftrpngth 
his hypothefis, by clearing up and difcharg^ng foi 
obje^ions, which feem to bear hard againft it. 
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To the Right Rev. the Lord 

Bifhop of Gloucester, 

Slut Genus Humanum fuperavit. 



My Lord, 

YOUR Lordfhip's great Reputation 
as a fincere and unprejudiced En- 
quirer into Truth, and amiable Cha- 
rafter for Candour as well as Learning, 
embolden me to think, that you will par- 
don the Freedom of this Addrefs ; though 
it comes from one who is entirely unknown 
to your Lordfliip, and who intends at prefent 
to be unknown to the Publick. Think not, 
however, my Lord, that this proceeds from 
any Fear, left my prefent Undertaking (hould 
diminifli any Part of that Fame I may have 
acquired by former Publications. No, my 
Lord, had I not thought that this Letter 
would do Credit to its Author, it would 
never have been prefented to the Publick, as 
it would, in that Cafe, fail of the Effd aimed 
at, viz. the Incrcafe and DiiFufion of your 
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Lordfliip*s Fame, to which my Reputation 
muft be the Means. But as the Envy and 
Malice of the World are always attributing 
the worji Motives to the beji Actions, and 
as my Situation in the Church is fuch, that 
though it may excite Envy in others, yet it 
may be thought not to have fubdued all 
Ambition in me, were I to affix my Name 
to this Perforraance, this Addrefs might be 
attributed to a Deiire of your Lordfhip's Pa- 
tronage, not to the real Motive, a profound 
Veneration for your Lordfhip's great Abili- 
ties. Whereas my true Reafon for conceal- 
ing myfelf is, left your Lordftiip, out of 
your great Goodnefs, Condefcenfion, and 
Generofity, fhould force me from that Lot, 
in which I am contented, to Stations of 
greater Dignity and Power, which I do not 
like. 

You may think, perhaps, my Lord, that 
I am one amongft tlae many of whom your 
Lordfliip has made fuch honourable Mention 
in fome of your illuftrious Notes to fome of 
your illuftrious Publications ; and, therefore, 
what I am now doing, is only what I am 
bound in Gratitude to perform. No, my 
Lord, I glory in my Difintereftednefs j and 
I am not the leaft afhamcd to confefs, that 
I am one amongft the very few Writers of 
this Century, who cannot boaft of an Obli- 
gation cf this or any other kind from the 
Bifliop of Gloucejier. 

Truth, 
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r Tnith, an enthufiaftick Love of Truth, is 
the ruling Paffion of my Breaft, and as no- 
thing can more obftrudl its Progrefs, than 

^. the mifunderftanding of your Lordfhip's 
Works, it is the Akme of my J\tnbition to 
reiftify, in this Refpedt, the Miftake of the 
World. A Miftake which I have long be- 
held with Impatience ; as I am perfuaded> 
Truth can never prevail, till the profoundeft 
Reverence and the moft implicit Submiflion 
be paid to your Learning and Genius, and 
your Lordfliip be univerfally acknowledged 
as the fovereign and infallible Pontiff in the 
World of Letters, which has been by fomc 
abfurdly called a Republic. But how much 
Honour does it refledt on your Lordfliip, 
what a noble Contempt of Fame does it 
Ihow, (which Quality has, indeed, ever di- 
ftinguifhed you, and given you a Place far 
above all the Philofophers of Greece and 
Itomej) that your Lordfliip has beheld all 
the Mifreprefentations of your Works, both 
by your Friends and Enemies, with the ut- ^ 
moft Calmnefs, and the cooleft Indifference, 
notwithftanding the many Opportunities for 
Revenge your Lordfliip l^s had, both as an 
Author and an Editor. Contempt or Re- 
fentment, which would have taken PofTef- 
fion of the Breafl of almofl any other 
Mortal, never entered nor diicompofed your 
Bofbm. Acrimony, and even Abufe, which 
would have found their Way into the Writ- 

B 2 ifigs 
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ings of almoft any other Man, never ftaincd 
your Page. But why fliould I mention what 
all the World knows, that Patience, Meek- 
nefs. Philanthropy, all the Tendemefles of 
Humanity, and all the amiable Virtues of 
Chriftianity, are the charadleriftick Marks 
of your Lordfhip's Writings ? But, though 
your Lordihip can be thus unfollicitous 
about your own Fame, I cannot. The 
World has been long enough immcrfedin 
Folly, it is time for it now to begin to learn 
Wifdom. 

Though numberlefs are the low and abu-? 
live Pamphlets which have been written 
againft your Lordfhip, that lately publiihed 
by the prefent Bifhop of Oxford was never 
equalled in thefe Refpedls ; and (if I may 
be allowed the Expreflion) vf as fuperior to all 
for its total Deficiency in Wit and Argument 
A Pamphlet which your Lordfhip, with. the 
greateft Truth, affirmed, " You never dU^ 
^' and that you believe you ntvtr Jhall vtz,^-^ 
but which, to give a Proof of your unpre- 
cedented Candour and Humility, you con- 
defcended to anfwer *. That Writer hints 
a Defign of attacking the whole Divine Le-, 
giztion. He fpeaks, indeed, dubioufly, as if 
he were not fully determined to put it into. 
Execution. But as it is evident he is 
amongft the Number of thofe who groffly I 
fnifunderftand your Lordfhip, I am relblvc4 I 

f See Monthly Rcvienu, for Mcy, 1766. 
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hy pointing out his Miflake^ and by dcve<- 
loping the true Meaning, End, and Defign 
of the Divine Legation, to fave him the 
Trouble. And I fhall leave him to exercife 
his Pen upon Works far lefs fublime, and 
better fuited to his groveling Genius and 
contrafted Learning. 

But, my Lord, I muft rely on your Lord- 
fliip's Good-nature for Pardon, on account of 
the Pain your Modefty will make you feel, 
whilft I am informing the World what ap- 
pears to me to have been your real Motive 
for writing that great Work, and explain all 
the dark Hieroglyphics in that Performance* 
A Work, which, in the Light in which I 
ihall place it, will add new Luftre to your 
Lordfliip's Fame, and make it eclipfe the 
Brightnefs of every other Writer, antient or 
modern. Of all Men, I would not appear 
vain to your Lordftiip; " fince of all Men you 
f * beft know how ill it would become my 
♦^ Pride *." But as I have the utmoft Rea- 
fbn to believe that your Lordfhip never ini-^ 
tiated any one into thefe Myjieries, my Abi- 
lity to dive into them will, I hope, give you 
a high Opinion of the Profundity of my Ge- 
nius. And as your Lordfliip is the great 
Dilpenfer of modern Reputation, pardon 
my Prefumption, if I hope, that you will 
allow me to be clafled in the Temple of 
Fame, next even to the celebrated Difco- 

* Ded. to Lord Mansfield^ Ed. 3d. 
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vcrer of the Eletf^nian Myjleries in the fixth 
Book of the JEneid. 

To live in the Voice and Memory of 

Men is the flattering Dream of every Ad- 
*• venturer in Letters ; and for me, who boaft 
•* the rare Felicity of being honoured with 
** the Friendfhip of two or three fuperior 
•* Charaders, Men endowed with Virtue to 
•* atone for a bad Age, and of Abilities to 
" make a bad Age a good one, for me not 
<* to afpire to the beft Mode of this ideal 
•* Exiftencc, the being carried down to re-^ 
** mote Ages along with thofe who will never 
<* die, would be a ftrange Infenfibility tohu-* 
** man Glory*." 

Infpired, therefore, by the Love of Truth, 
and incited likewife by the Hope of inunor* 
tal Fame, I fhall, witliout further Preface, 
proceed to the Difcovcry of your Lordfhip'a 
fccret Intentions in yoiir Divine Legation. 

That your Lordfliip is thoroughly verfed 
in all the Learning of the Antients, not only 
in what they did write, but likewife in what 
they did not write, every one muft know 
who has read your learned Diflertation on 
Hieroglyphics. That your Lordfliip is like^^ 
wife converfant in every modern Produdlion 
of Europe^ from the mofl abftrufe Work of 
Philofophy to the loweft Romance, no one, 
in the leaft acquainted with your Lordfhip's 

* Ded. to Lord Mansfield. 
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Works, can poffibly doubt*. That your 
Lordfhip is perfedJy fenfible the prefent State 
of Learning in Europe is fb low, that the 
bcft Works, are only read by a few, and 
even by thofe few foon forgotten, your 
'Divine Legation alone would afford us many 
Proofs. For as your Lordfhip has yourfelf 
difclaimed all Ri^t in Paradoxes, the many 
contained in that great Work can only be 
Jborrowed from other valuable Works, little 
Jknown and lefs read. Laflly; who that is 
converfant in your Lordfhip's Polemic Writ- 
ings ; and which of your Writings are not 
Polemic ? can doubt of your confeffing, 
that the Principles of Logic, and the Art of 
Reafbning, are entirely uncultivated by the 
prefent Age ? Nay, who can doubt that you 
really think there is no Opinion fo abfurd in 
itfelf, or w^hich can be defended by ever fb 
weak Arguments, which would not obtain 
the Approbation of many, efpecially if ufher- 
ed into the. World with Confidence, a pre- 
tended Love of Truth, and an apparent 
Concern for the Interefts of Religion ? 

From thefe Premifes, every Reader mufl 
already begin to conjedure, what the Con- 
cliifion isv which I am about to deduce, and 
your Lordfhip muft already know that it is a, 
true one, viz. That your real, though con-^ 
cealed Defign, in undertaking the Divine 
Legation^ was to try how a Work, con- 

• Sec Preface to Jarvis*s.Don ^ixote. 
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itru£ted on the Principles I have juft mcn- 
tioned, would really be received by the 
World. Not, indeed, by chufing for a Sub* 
jedl an Opinion falfe in itfelf : but^ with 
much more Art, engaging the pubHck At-* 
tention, by making Choice of a Subjeft true 
in itfelf, and generally received. Giving^ 
however, the higheft Perfection to an Un- 
dertaking of this Kind, by endeavouring to 
prove it through the Medium of a Propo- 
iition in the higheft Degree repugnant to 
Reafon ; and by fuch Arguments as muft 
appear, in the greateft Degree, weak and 
fallacious to every good Logician, were ai^ 
fuch to be found in the World beiides your 
Lordfhip and myfelf. Your Lordfhip's Per- 
formance, therefore, having fucceeded even 
beyond Expedlation, the Truth of the Ex- 
periment upon which it was founded, is 
eftabUfhed beyond Controveriy. 

For your Lordfhip has feen your Work it 
Home admired by the Many, and patro- 
nized by the Great. Abroad, quoted by 
the Ingenious, and tranflated by the Learn- 
ed; whilft your Lordfhip, enjoying the 
Fruits of this Admiration and Patronage in 
one of the higheft Dignities of the Church, 
fat fmiling at the Encomiums of your 
Friends, and the Objections of your Ene- 
mies. Smiling, my Lord, to think that 
though your Work has attrafted the Atten- 
tion of all EiUrope^ and your Friends and 

Enemies 
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Enemies have for feveral Years been waging 
War on your Account, no one has ever, 
. before me, dived into the real Defign of that 
Publication. But they have all, hitherto, 
miftaken Irony for Serioufhefs; Commen- 
dation for Satire ; Sophiftry for Argument ; 
and Ridicule for Reafon. The former prov- 
ing themfelves Foo/s, by reafoning wrong 
from rigAt Principles: Concluding, that 
becaufe your Lordihip cannot err^ therefore 
Ae Arguments in the Divine Legation muft 
be good*. The latter^ according to Mr* 
Locke*s Definition, proving themfelves Mad-- 
men, by reafoning rigit from wrong Prin- 
ciples. For they, taking for granted that 
your Lordfliip was ferious, concluded, that 
becaufe your Book contained bad Logic ^ 
therefore your Lordjhip was in an "Error. 
\ But in the Light in which I have now 
\ placed your Work, which, I am perfuaded, 
L is the only true one, how do your Abilities 
beam forth with unrivaled Luftre ! What a 
furprizing Dudility of Genius do you exhi- 
bit ! How almoft incredible is it, that one 
of fuch extenfive Learning Ihould fo well 
perform the Part of a Smatterer, and that 
the ableft Reafoner in the World fhould 
perfonate fo naturally the Charadter of a 
Sophift. 

• Sorry I am, that I cannot except out of this Number 
the truly learned and ingenious Annotator on Tht Art of 
^9itry^ &c. whofe Miftake in this Point is the only Impeach^ 
SAcnt of his critical Abiliti^i* 

C My 
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My Hypothefis, however, will not, 1 
doubt, make its Way in the World widi* 
out great Difficulty and much Oppc^tion, 
efpecially as your Lordfhip's uncommon 
Modefty will, I fear, prevent you fhxn 
giving the World an indilputablc ConBrmaL-* 
tion of its Truth. I fhdl, therefore, not 
content myfelf with only propofing it as a 
reafbnable Conjecture, but proceed to prove 
its Certainty. Not from any of thofe greats 
but incidental Pofitions, whether Tbeolop^ 
cal, or Moraly or Civih or Political^ a 
Critical &c. &c. &c. &c. &c. ficc* whkh 
furround the one great central Propofition, 
but from the very fundamental Principks of 
your renowned Cyclopadia. To which not 
only your Friends have unanimoufly afient* 
ed, but which not even your Enemies have 
called in Queftion. 

Your Lordfhip's firft Syllogifin, I diink, 
ftands thus : 

Whatfoever Religion and Society have not 
a future State for their Support^ muft be 
fiipported by an extraordinary Providence. 

The jfewifh Religion and Society had not 
a future State for their Support : 

Therefore the Jewifh Religion and Sod- 
ety were fupported by an extraordinary Pro- 
vidence. 

Thus, then, I " ereSi my Demonfiration*,' 

* Dill, Ltg. Page 7. 
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Whatfb'CTcr Propofition and Demonftra- 
tion of the Bifliop of Gloucejler's have not 
Reafbn for their Support, muft be fupported 
by Ridicule. 

But the Biftiop of Gloucejiers Propofitions 
and Demonftrations in the Divine Legation 
have not Reafbn for their Support : 

Therefore the Bifhop of Gloucejiers Pro- 
pofitions and Demonftrations are fupported 
by Ridicule. 

Now, my Lord, notwithftanding " Man's 
^^ great Love to Paradox and Syftem^y' I 
{hall take for granted, that no Libertine or 
Unbeliever will have the Effrontery to deny 
my Major. For as to your Lordfhip's Ad-^ 
verfaries, fuch as a Lowth^ a Rutherforth^ a 
SykeSf a Bott^ a Peter, or a Stebbing, they 
are People whofe Objections are not worthy 
of Notice. Your Lord(hip having yourfelf, 
in your Preface to Popes Works, obferved, 
with your ufual Modefly, that that Poet^ 
with his Works, bequeathed you his Dunces. 
But, my Lord, to juflify myfelf flill further 
in not condefcending to obviate any Ob- 
jections your Enemies may urge, permit me 
to tranfcribe a celebrated PafTage, from the 
Preface to your fourth Volume of the Divine 
Legation. 

** Who has not fignalized himfelf againfl 
'* the Divine Legation F Bigots, Hutchin- 

• Div. Leg. Page 8« 
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'* fonians, Methodifts, Anfwcrers, Frcc- 
*' thinkers, and Fanaticks, have, in their 
** Turns, been all up in Arms againft it. 
** The Scene was opened by a falfe Zealot, 
** and, at prefent, feems likely to be clofed 
*^ by a Behmenift. A natural and ealy 
** Progrefs from Folly to Madnefs. It was 
*^ now Time to fettle my Accounts with 
«* them. To this End, I applied to a 
«^ learned Perfon, who, in confideration of 
** our Friendfhip, has been prevailed upon 
*^ to undergo the Drudgery of turning over 
*^ this dirty Heap, and marking what he 
<^ imagined would, in the leaft, deferve, or 
*' could juftify, any Notice : For I would 
** not have the Reader conceive fo miferably 
** of me, as to think I was ever diipofed to 
*^ look into them myfelf. He will find, as 
*^ he goes along, both in the Text and 
*^ Notes, what was thought leaft unworthy 
«' of an Anfwer. Nor let it give him too 
«' much Scandal, that, in a Work which I 
*^ have now put into as good a Condition 
*^ for him as I was able, I have revived the 
<* Memory of the numerous and grofs Ab- 
*' furdities of thefe Writers, Part of whom 
** are dead, and the reft forgotten ; for he 
** will confider, that it may prove an ufeful 
*' Barrier to the Return of the like Follies 
^' in after Times, againft more fuccefsful 
«* Enquirers into Truth *.'* 

♦ Div, Le£* Page 40, £d. 3d. 

Now, 
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Now, my Lord, as I fliould likewife be 
very lorry if the Reader Jhould conceive Jo 
miferably of me^ as to think / am difpofed to 
turn over fo dirty a Heapy 1 (hall not con- 
dcfcend to touch it. And, indeed, as your 
Lordfliip has, with the greateft Humility, 
condefcended, for the Benefit of Pofterity, to 
jBU your Ship with it, which, with its Sails, 

*' Expanded flies, and gathers all its Fame,'* 

why fhould I incumber and pollute my little 
Bark, which 

" attendant fails, 
•* Purfues the Triumph, and partakes the Gales ?'* 

I fhall, therefore, take the major Propofition 
for granted. But as many " Bigots amongji 
** Believers may deny the Minor ^' this I /hall 
proceed to prove, viz. That the Bijhop of 
Gloucefter's Proportions and Demonjt rat ions 
have not Reafonfor their Support. 

Your Lordfliip's major Propofition may 
be divided into two, as it contains two Sub- 
jects, Religion and Society. I fhall confider 
it firft as it concerns Religion. 

But as moft of our Errors proceed from 
a Want of Definitions, I fhall begin with. 
defining the principal Words in the Syllo- 
gifm. For it may juflly be expected, that 
when fo able a Reafoner as your Lordfhip 
mean to err, that you will hide your Inten.- 
tion where others mofl frequently err un-- 
defgnedly. 

The 
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The Word Religion implies the Dif- 
charge of Man's Duty to God, or Obedi- 
ence to his Laws. But as Man muft have 
fome Motive to engage him to the Perfbrai-* 
ance of every A(9:ion, and as none can in- 
duce him to pay Obedience to any Law ex- 
cept the Hope of Reward or the Fear of 
Puniflimeiit, the Praftice of Religion muft 
be founded on the Expe(flation of God*s 
Inflidlion of Punifhments, or his bellowing 
of Rewards. The Place in which thefe 
Punifhments and Rewards are expefted to 
be conferred muft be either this World 
or the next. The Expeftation of them in 
atit former muft be founded in the Dodtrinc 
of a Providence: In the latter ^ on the No- 
tion of 2. future State. A Thing is faid to be 
the Support of another, when it is the Caufe 
of its PrefervatioHj or Continuance in Being. 

From the foregoing Definitions, then^ it 
neceflarily follows ; that as the Pradlice of 
Religion muft be founded on the Expefta- 
tion, either Of prefent or future Rewards 
and Puniftiments; and as thefe Expedla- 
tions are built either on the Belief of the 
Dodtrines of a Providence or of a future 
State ; Religion may be Jupported, or exi/f^ 
on the Belief of either of thefe Dodtrines. 
Confequently likewife, that wherefoever Re- 
ligion is not fupported by a Belief in one of 
them, it muji be fupported by Faith in the 
other. 

Th« 
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The Providence of God is generally di- 
vided into two Kinds : ordinary and extras- 
ordinary. The former y as it relpedts Re- 
ligion^ fignifics the Care the Deity has taken 
to reward the Good, and to punifli the 
Wicked, by that Series of Events, which 
he has eftablifhed in the common Courfc 
of Nature. The latter may imply the Care 
of the Deity in beftowing greater Rewards 
on the Good, and Punifliments on the 
Wicked, by Events contrary to the Courfe 
of Nature. Or the extraordinary Provi- 
dence of God, in the Prefervation of Re- 
ligion, may likewife confift, in giving Men 
Manifeftations of a future State of Rewards 
and Punifhments. 

But as it is evident, that all Religion 
muft be founded either on the Belief of pre- 
fent or future Rewards and Punifhments, 
all the miraculous Interpofitions of Deity, 
or the Agency of an extraordinary Provi- 
dence, muft ultimately tend to the Con- 
firmation of Men's Faith in one or both of 
thefe Doi^rines. 

If it be objected, ** that Religion cannot 
** be fupported on the Belief of prefent Re- 
^ wards and Punifhments refulting from 
** the ordinary Providence of God, becaufc 
*' it is pretended, that Experience fhows 
** the Good are fbmetimes unfuccefsful and 
** the Bad profperous ;" I anfwer, firft, that 
taking this Objedion according to xhcJiriSi 

Meaning 
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Meaning of the Words, it docs not in the 
Icaft impugn my Pofition. For Men may 
htjiucefsful and yet mtferablej unfuccefsful 
and yet contented. But if it be mean^ 
that die Good are fometimes unhappy and 
the Wicked are fometimes happy ^ then, io 
far is it from deflroying, that it eftabliihes 
the T^ruth of my Pofition in general. And 
however the ^//-fufficiency of Virtue ta 
Happinefs may be denied by fome, yet it 
muft be evident to all, that Virtue encreafes 
^nd Vice diminifhes a Man's Happinefs in 
every Situation of Life. Which Belief is 
fufficient for the Support or mere Exiftencc 
of Religion. Secondly, Hiftory ' evinces, 
that the Belief of Rewards and Punifli- 
ments in this Life always has, and Experi- 
ence evinces that it does now, make fo con- 
fiderable a Part of the Well-being of Reli- 
gion, that it would alone fupport its Being. 

That the Religion will have a Jlronger 
Support which is founded likewife on the 
Expectation oi future as well as prefent 
Rewards and Puni/hments, is certain. That 
future Rewards and Puniihments, there- 
fore, may be proved necefTary to the fFell'^ 
being, if by that be meant the better Being 
of a Religion, is evident. But in the fame 
Manner may the Belief of prefent Rewards 
and Punifhments be proved necefTary to the 
better Being of a Religion, which has the 

Belief 
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"Belief o^ future Rewards and Punifhments 
fbr its Support. 

From thefe Premifes it will appear de- 
monftratively certain, that fo able a Rea- 
fbner as the Biftiop of Gloucefter^ could ne- 
ver ferioufly intend to deduce the Divine 
Legation of Mofes through this Medium, 
his omitting to inculcate the Doctrine of a 
Future State. For fuch an Attempt would 
be^ totally inconfiftent with Reafon. As, 
firft, in refpedt to your Lordftiip's major 
Propofition. It is fo far from being true, 
** That whatfoever Religion has not a Fu^ 
** fure State for its Support, muft be fup- 
*' ported by an extraordinary Providence ;" 
that it follows, from the foregoing Reafbn- 
ing, a Religion which is not fupported by 
a Future State, may be fupported by a Be- 
lief in the ordinary Method of God's Pro- 
vidence. Your Lordfhip's Syllogifm, there- 
fore, (hould have flood thus : 

A Religion may be fupported either on 
the Belief of a Future State •, or, fecondly, 
on the Belief of the ordinary, or, thirdly, 
on the extraordinary Method of God's 
Providence, in diftributing Rewards and 
Puniftiments in this World. 

But the Jewijh Religion had not the Be- 
lief of a Future State for its Support : 

Therefore the Jewijh Religion might be 
fupported either on the Belief of God's or- 
dinary or extraordinary. Providence. 

D Who 
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Who would not have joined your Lord- 
{hip in a Laugh, had any one ferioujly pro- 
pofed fuch an Argument in Defence of the 
Divine Legation of Mofes ? Who then can 
but admire your Lordfhip's infinite Hu- 
mour in propofing it jocofelyj and your 
wonderful Dexterity likewife in concealing 
the Fallacy from View ? 

If it fhould be pretended by the Bigofs, 
that your Lordlhip did not mean by the 
Word Support, the mere Being of a Reli- 
gion, but its We II' being j^, or moft perfedt 
Exiftence, and, by the extraordinary Pro- 
vidence of God, only his ordinary Provi- 
dence, as I have explained it above, this 
will avail them nothing. For the Abliirdity 
ftill remaining, the Truth of my Hypothe- 
lis is equally apparent. According to this 
Interpretation of the Words, it would fol- 
low, that " whatfoever Religion is not fup- 
** ported by a Future State, muft be fiip- 
" ported by an extraordinary Providence," 
is fo far from being a true Propofition, that 
no Religion can be fupported by the Belief 
either of a Future State, or an extraordinary 
Providence, fingly, but only by both, con-- 
jointly. Thefe Bigots, therefore, would, 
by their Interpretation of your Lordlhip's 
Words, make you the ferious Author of a 
ftill more abfurd Argument than the fore- 
going. For if their Interpretation be ad- 
mitted. 
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mitted, the real Meaning of the Syllogifm 
would be this : 

No Religion can be fupported, but on 
the Belief of a Future State and of an ex- 
traordinary Providence conjointly. 

The Jewijh Religion had not the Belief 
of a Future State for its Support : 

Therefore the yewijh Religion was fup- 
ported by the Belief of an extraordinary 
Providence. 

Now this, it muft be confeffed, if it had 
more Art, would be by far the pleafanteft 
Species of ironical Argument : For it di- 
reclly deftroys the Pofition it is brought to 
fupport. But to fuppofe that your Lord- 
fhip could ever ferioufly advance fuch an 
Argument, would be fhocking to Reafon ; 
though your Friends perpetually do it. 
For how fuccefsful are they in confirming 
the Truth of my Hypothefis, even when 
they zealoufly endeavour to explode it. 

Again, if it be faid, that by the Word 
Support the Well-being of a Religion is to 
be underftood, and the Words, *^ Extra- 
ordinary Providence'* are to be taken in 
their ftridl Senfe, then even granting that a 
Religion muft be fupported by an Extraor- 
dinary Providence, which is not fupported 
by a Future State, yet, the Divine Legation 
of Mofes can never appear from his omit- 
ting to inculcate the latter Notion, only 

D 2 upon 
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upon this Suppofition : I'hat a Religion wilt 
be better fup ported by the Belief (f an £x- 
traordinary Providence Jingly^ than by it and 
the Belief of a Future State conjointly. For 
unlefs this be fuppofed, nay, unlefs this Sup- 
pofition be true, the omitting to inculcate a 
Future State would be fb far from proving 
Mofes to have had a Divine Legation^ that 
no other Proof would be wanted of the 
contrary. According to this Interpretation 
of the Words, your Lordfliip, on- their Hy- 
pothefis, ought to have added the following 
Syllogifm : . . 

A Religion is better fupported on the 
Belief of an Extraordinary Providence j/fo^^^, 
than on that and a Future State conjointly. 

The Jewijh Religion had not a Future 
State, only an Extraordinary Providence for 
its Support : 

Therefore it was better fupported, than 
if it had been fupported by an Extraor- 
dinary Providence and a Future State con- 
jointly. 

But, my Lord, if this was your Meaning, 
your Lordfhip's OmiJJion of this Syllogifm 
could not more ftrongly evince the Truth 
of my Hypothefis, than the Addition of it. 

Laftly, Let your Lordfhip's Words be 
taken in aAy Senfe they can poffibly bear, 
and even granting that a Religion can not 
be fupported on the Belief only of the 

• ' Ordi- 
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Ordinary Providence of God, which I have 
proved it can ; it would, by no means, fol- 
low, that " whatfoever Religion had not a 
*' Future State for its Support, muft be 
** fupported by an Extraordinary Provi- 
*« dence/' For, from the foregoing Reafon- 
ing, it appears, that not the real Exijience 
of a Future State, or of an Extraordinary 
Providence, but only the Belief of them, is 
neceflary to the Support of Religion. Add- 
ing, therefore, to the Conceffions already 
made another, in favour of your Lordfhip's 
Minor, the Syllogifm could only ftand thus: 

Whatfoever Religion is not fupported by 
the Belief of a Future State, muft be^ fup- 
ported by the Belief of an Extraordinary 
Providence. 

But the yewijh Religion was not fup- 
ported by the Belief oi a Future State : 

Therefore it was fupported by the Belief 
of an Extraordinary Providence. 

But even then, my Lord, how fhould we 
ever arrive, by ferious Argumentation, at 
the Conclufion required, " That the Jews 
*^ were really fupported by an Extraordinary 
** Providence." To infer that becaufe the 
yews were really fupported by an Extraor- 
<iinary Providence, therefore they believed 
they were, might, indeed, appear tolerably 
plaufible, did we not know, that though the 
iormer was a Fa€l, yet the latter did not 

- - always 
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always follow from it? But to conclude, 
that becaufe a People believed their Religion 
was, therefore it was really fupported by an 
Extraordinary Providence, is an Inference, 
which, however feriouQy it might be de- 
duced by your Friends, would never ferioufly 
be admitted by your Lordfliip. It could be 
applied by your Lordfliip to no other Pur- 
pofe, than as an ironical Defence of all the 
Superftitions in the World, whether founded 
on the Abfurdities of Faganifniy or grafted 
on the pure Stock of Chrijiianity . 

Your Lordfliip and the Publick will, I 
hope, pardon my Prolixity on the firft Sub- 
jed: of your major Proportion, Religion^ as 
what is faid upon that^ is equally applicable 
to the other Subject, Society. But the 
latter is not only liable to the fame Objec- 
tions with* the former, but it admits like- 
wife of one peculiar to itfelf. For though 
the Belief either of a Providence, or a Fu- 
ture State, is abfolutely neceflary to the 
Subliftcnce of Religion^ they are not to the 
Being of Society. For that may exift, or be 
fupported, merely by human Laws, though 
not fo comfortably as if both or either the 
other Motives were added. And, indeed, 
it is amazing, that, notwithftanding, my 
Lord, your Work has been publiflied fo 
many Years, yet it fliould now be left to me, 
at this Time, to propofe my Hypothefis. 
For your Lordfliip, knowing how impof- 

fible 
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fible it was to bring the leaft Shadow of an 
Argument to prove the Truth of your majqr 
Propofition, as it relpeds Society, inftead of 
fliowing that the inculcating the Doftrine 
of a Future State of Rewards and Punifh- 
ments is neceflary to its Support^ your Lord- 
fhip, with infinite Humour, only attempts 
to (how that it is neceflary to its IVell-being. 
How aftonifliing, therefore ! how almofl: 
incredible is it! that,, when yourLordfhip 
gave your Readers fb fine an Opening to 
difcover the exquifite Art and Contrivance 
of your whole Work, that no one before 
me fhould ever have perceived it. For 
granting, ' that the former Pofition is true, 
viz. " that the Belief of a Future State is 
" neceflTary to the Support of Society ^" ytt^ 
as your Lordfhip hath not attempted to 
prove it, to fuppofe that you meant your 
Work for a ferious Example of folid Rea- 
foning, would be a Suppofition in the highefl 
Degree incongruous to Reafon. For your 
Lordfhip would then have left unproved the 
very fundamental Principle of your whole 
Work. And granting, that your Lordfhip, 
bath proved the Truth of the latter Petition, 
viz. that the Belief of a Future State is 
neceflary to the Well-being of Society, it 
would be nothing to the Purpofe. For this 
is a Propofition totally different from thaty 
your Lordfhip would, upon that Hypothefis, 
have been under a Neceffity of proving. 

Is 
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Is it not^ therefore, a Myftery totally in- 
explicable by any Hypothefis but mine, that 
your Lordftiip fhould make one Propofition 
the fundamental Principle of your Work, 
and then amufe your Readers by an Attempt 
to prove another ? For will any one have 
the Effrontery to affirm, that a Writer of 
your Lordfhip's Learning and Abilities 
could ferioufly imagine, that Propofitions fo 
different are the fame. Or, what is ftill 
more fhocking, that one of your Lordfhip's 
Candour and Integrity, would ferioufly at- 
tempt to impofe one upon the World for 
the other ? Or, lafUy, that one with your 
Lordfhip's known Diffidence and Modefty, 
could ferioufly imagine, that allxht World 
befide yourfelf would ignorantly miflake, 
and blindly affent to, one Propofition not 
proved, becaufe your Lordfhip had proved 
another. 

Having given fuch ample Proof, that the 
whole of your Lordlhip's Syllogifm is (6 total- 
ly irreconcileable with Reafon, that even ad- 
mitting the Truth of the Minor, the Confe^ 
quent does not follow from it : I fhall not 
enter into any Scrutiny of the many very 
ingenious fophiftical Arguments by which 
your Lordfhip endeavours to eflablifh that 
Propofition. For it is not my Defign to 
fatigue your Lordfhip and the Publick, by 
the Repetition of Arguments which have 

been 
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l)een before advanced, but only to oiFer 
fuch as have occurred to me, and efcaped 
others *. 

And it muft be confefled, that even your 
Lordflilp's Enemies have, by fome Means, 
blundered into a right Apprehenfion, that 
your minor Propofition is not founded on 
Reafon; though their Intelle<5ts were too 
weak to proceed to the true Conclufion, that 
your Lordfhip, therefore, was not feriousj 
but jocofe. 

But I cannot forbear to obferve, (for Jus- 
tice is due even to your Lordfliip's Ene- 
mies,) that the fame Repugnance which / 
have fhewn between your Minor and Con- 
fequent, from the Principles of Religion in 
general^ they have pointed out from a par- 
ticular Fadt relative to the Jewi/h. It is an 
indilputable Fadl, that the Jews were not 
kept in Obedience. How, therefore, they 
afk, can it be confiftent with the Divine 
Legation of Mofes, that when prefent Re- 
wards and^ Punifhments failed, he fhould 
omit to inculcate the other Motive to Obe- 
dience, the Belief of z future State, if this 
had not previoufly obtained amongft them ? 
To urge that there can be no Doubt that it 
was right to omit it, becaufe numberlels 
Ihftances may be brought to prove Mofess 

• For a new Objc^on to the Minor, fee Critical Review^ 
Feb, 1766. 

E Wifdom 
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Wifdom and Goodnefs, would plainly dif- 
cover the Irony of the Reafoner, For as 
this one Omiflion would be a demonftrativc 
Proof of his Want either of Goodnefs or 
Wifdom in the fundamental Principles of 
Legiflation, a thoufand other Inftances of 
his poflefling thefe Qualities could not dc- 
ftroy it. Nay, indeed, every other Inftancc 
of his Wifdom or Goodnefs, whether merely 
as Man, or as being favoured with a Divine 
Communication, would be a Proof, that he 
could omit the Dodlrine of a Future State, 
only becaufe it was before generally believed. 
For what fhould we think of the Good- 
nefs of a Phyfician, who had two Prefcrip- 
tions ; one of which alone would preferve 
the Conftitutions of his Patients in tolerable 
good Health, but both together, in the 
moft perfect Health of which human Na- 
ture is capable, if he fhould prefcribe only 
one to a Patient, who was not before in 
PofTeffion of the other ? 

Though, my Lord, I have eftablifhed the 
Truth of my Hypothefis beyond Confuta- 
tion, only from the Confideration of your 
firji Syllogifm, I will proceed to demon- 
ftrate it as clearly from your Lordfhip's 
fecond. . That the Bigots being deprived of 
every the leaft Pretence to Argument, il 
may be apparent to every Eye, that 
their Rejeftion of my Hypothefis can 

proceed 
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proceed only from Obflinacy. Your Lord- 
(hip fays. 

The antlent Lawgivers unlverfally be- 
lieved, that fuch a Religion can be fupport- 
ted only by an Extraordinary Providence. 

Mofesy who inftituted fuch a Religion, 
was an antient Lawgiver : 

Therefore Mofes believed his, Religion 
was fupported by an Extraordinary Provi- 
dence. 

How frequently muft fo excellent a Lo- 
gician as your Lordlhip have laughed to 
fee, that though all your Enemies denied 
the Major of this Syllogifm, yet that none 
of them have ever, in fo many Years, dif- 
puted the Legality of its Conftrud:ion. But, 
on the contrary, they have all affented to 
the Legality of its Form, as if it were built 
upon the fame felf-evident Principles as the 
common one. 

Every Man is an Animal; 

Peter is a Man, 

Therefore Peter is an Animal. 

Your Lordfhip had feen, that on Account 
Df the niany idle Subtilties of the School- 
men, latter Ages had too much negledted 
jven the moft ufeful Parts of the excellent 
Science of Logick. With your ufual Art 
ind Addrefs, my Lord, you took Advantage 
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of this Negleft, and tried, whether the 
World would diftinguifh a Similarity from 
an Identity of Form. For the categorical 
Form is perfed:, when there is a neceflary 
Connexion between the SubjeSi and the 
Predicate of the Major Propofition, /. e. 
when the Predicate is implied in the De^ 
Jinition of the SubjeSty as in the latter Syl- 
logifm, " Every Man is an Animal/' But 
your Lordfhip thought, and Experience has 
fliewn you were not miftaken, that a Syl- 
logifm of fimilar Conftruftion, without this 
neceflary Connexion, would pais oflF unde- 
tedted by many. The Attempt was, indeed, 
exquifitely ingenious, but it was the Great- 
nefs of its Ingenuity which prevented its 
Difcovery, to the Honour of your Lordfhip's 
Abilities. Your Adverfaries did not per- 
ceive, that, though in perfe(a Form, the 
Minor neceflarily prefiippofes the Truth of 
the Major ; in your Lordihip's, the Major 
cannot be admitted, unlefs the Truth of the 
Minor be firft eftablifhed. 

Left, however, any, from Envy of your 
Lordfhip's ftupendous Genius, fhould infift, 
that your Syllogifm is ftridtly logical, when 
it difplays the fineft Inftance of your Skill in 
Sophiftry ; I fhall beg Leave to borrow a 
Propofition for my Major from another Part 
of your Work, and produce a Syllogifin 
exactly of ih^fame Form with your Lord- 
fhip's, 
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{h\p\ to prove the Truth of a Propofitlon 
diredtly repugnant to that for which yoa . 
brought yours. The Syllogifm is this : 

«' None of the antient Philofophers be- 
^* lieved the Dodtrine of a Future State of 
** Rewards and Punifliments, though they 
*^ feduloufly taught it the People.'* 
But Mojes was an antient Philofopher : 
Therefore MoJes did not believe the Doc- 
trine of a Future State of Rewards and Pu- 
nifliments, though he feduloufly taught it 
the People, 

Thus you fee, my Lord, I have direftly 
proved, that MoJes did inculcate the Belief 
of a Future State of Rewards and Punifli- 
ments, by an Argument exadlly of the fame 
Kind as your Lordfliip's. Not, my Lord, 
that I have the Vanity to pretend, I have 
here difcovered an Argument which had 
efcaped you. For I do not doubt, but your 
Lordfliip was aware of it yourfelf, only it 
did not fuit your Purpofe to form it into a 
Syllogifm, Should any one pretend that 
there is this Difference between the two 
Syllogifms ^ that Mofes. was raelly an *^ . An- 
" tient Lawgiver, but not a Philofopher ;'* 
how would your Lordfliip laugh to think, 
that any one fliould have Faith in the 
Divine Legation of Mofes, and yet deny him 

to 
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to have been a Pbilofopber^ or a Lover of 
Truth. 

Having thus proved, by feveral Demon- 
ftrations, each of which is not only «^ as 
^^Jirongy but as Jfjort too, as any of Eu- 
'' clid's *," that the Bijhop of Gloucefter's 
Propoftions and Demonjirations are not fup* 
ported by Reafon, the Conclufion follows 
of courfe, tbat bis Lordjhifs Propoftions^ 
&c. are fupported by Ridicule of Modern 
Reafoning. 

It will, however, perhaps, be objefted, 
for Modern Reafoners frequently urge Ob- 
jedions from ConjeSlure againft Demon/ira" 
tiony xhzt, had it bqen your Lordfhip's In- 
tention to have ridiculed Modern Reafon- 
ing from your Regard to Religion, you 
would not have made Choice of the Divine 
Legation of Mofes for your Subjeft. But, 
my Lord, how weak is fuch an Objedlion ! 
For what Injuiy could Religion receive 
from your Choice of a Subjedt ; the Truth 
of which is fo evident from Arguments 
within the Reach of the meaneft Capa- 
city. And how could your Lordfhip have 
made the Experiment fo well on any other 
Subjed, as a religious one, which engrofles 
the Attention, not only of every Seft of 
ChriJlianSf but likewife of every Kind of 
Unbelievers. But fo far is the Choice of 

♦ Taken from the Dl'vim Legation. 
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the Subjeft from impugning, that it alone 
would be fufficient to eftablifh my Hypo- 
thefis. For can any one in his Senfes be- 
lieve, that your Lordfliip would lerio'ifly 
ipend the greater Part of your important 
Life in writing five large 0£lav& Volumes, 
to prove the Divinfe Legation of Mo/'es, 
when you 'know, my Lord, that a full 
Demonftration of this Point may be con- 
tained in five fmall Pages of the Jmallefi 
Duodecimo ? 

Had I, my Lord, only Reafon, and not 
Prejudice likewife to encounter, I fhould 
not have the leaft Doubt, but that fuch 
an Accumulation of Proofs of the Truth 
of my Hypothefis would produce Convic- 
tion in every Mind. But that fome Bigots 
will refufe their Aflent to them, is not only 
what I expecS, but it is likewife no more 
than what I defire. For the Oppofition of 
Bigotry is a certain Criterion of Truth. 
The Party, however, my Lord, from which 
I cxpeft the greateft Obftrudlion, ftrangc 
as it may at firft Sight appear to fome, is 
from your Lordfliip yourfelf. For, in your 
Dedication to the late Lord Hardwicke^ you 
fay ; ** As an Author I am not foUicitous 
" for the Reputation of any literary Per- 
*' formance- A Work given to the World 
** every Reader has a Right to cenfure. 
^ If it has Merit it will go down to Po- 

^' fterity: 
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♦'fterity: If it has none, the iboner *y 
•* dies and is forgot the better." From thi/ 
total Indifference to Fame, I am afraid 
your Lordfliip will refufe to confefs, that '' 
my Hypothefis is true. A Confirmation 
of its Truth devoudy to be wiflied. And, 
my Lord, I fufpedt, from your unconmion 
Modefty, that your Lordfhip will not be 
content merely to withold your Confirma- 
tion from an Hypothefis, which, ifExoferic,^ 
would redound fo much to your Lordfhip's 
Honour, (but that to endeavour to continue 
it Efoteric *, ) your Lordfliip will even \ 
condefcend to oppofe it with the fame Vdn i 
of Irony which runs fo beautifully through ' 
your whole Divine Legation. If this flioidd 
be the Cafe, as indeed it muft be, for 
your Lordfliip to be confifl:ent with yourfelf^ 
•I fliall think it a Duty, which I owe to 
Truth and your Reputation, to enter the 
Lifl:s, with your Lordfliip, in Defence of 
my Hypothefis. And armed with Truth 
and Reafbn, I fliall have no Dread of a 
*^ diflionourable Grave," but undauntedly 
approach even an Hofl: of Adyerfaries, 
though led to Battle by a Goliab. For, my 
Lord, fo earneftly do I defire, and ih zea- 
lous am I in the Endeavour to difinfe your 
Lordfliip's Fame, that, not content with 

* Sec this Diftinftion relative to the Tenets of the An- 
ient Philofophcrs in The Divine Legation* 
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my prefent Proofs of my Hypothefis, fl-om 
\ an Examination of your funda?nental Pro- 
pofitions ; I {hall, in fome future Works, 
clearly deduce the fame from your incidental 
ones. Andnotwithftanding the Pain it may 
give your Modefty, as it is a Modefty, my 
Lord, which is injurious to the Interefts of 
Truth, and your Lordfhip's Glory, I fhall 
take all the Care in my Power, that every 
one of thcfe Proofs be tranfmitted down to 
the lateft Pofterity ; and that they be en- 
rolled amongft the VoluAies of everlafting 
Fame. 

It would be utterly unpardonable, my 
Lord, in any one who had the leaft Regard 
to the Welfare of his Country and the In- 
terefts of Religion, to conclude an Addrefs 
of this Kind, without exprefling his Wifhes 
that your Lordfhip may rife from your pre- 
fent Situation, to the highefi Dignity the 
Church has to beftow. Who that knows 
how intimately your Lordfhip is verfed in 
all the Legiflations of the Antients, all the 
Politics of the Moderns, and in all the 
Utopian Schemes of Government both an- 
tient and modern, can forbear to lament;, 
that you, my Lord, have a Place only in 
the great Aflembly of the Nation ; when, 
if admitted likewife to the Cabinet, the 
moft falutary EfFedts might be expected 
from your Lordfhip's Guidance. For who 

F can 
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can fufficicntly admire the noble Concern 
for, and thorough Knowledge of, the cfta- 
bliihed Religion and political Interefts of 
this Kingdom, which your Lordftiip fo emi- 
nently dilplayed in your Objedions to die 
Naturalization of the Jews. How jufUy . 
did your Lordihip imagine, that if that BiU 
had not been repealed, the IntroduStion 
of fo many Foreigners would have ftarved 
our own Countrymen^ that Jewijh InJideHty 
would have deftroyed the Chrijiian Faiti, 
that human Laws would have abolished a 
divine Legijlation, and that the Skill of Man 
would have fruftrated the PrediStions of 
God *. But, my Lord, great and conipi- 
cuous as are your Merits, much I fear that 
they will never be properly rewarded. And 
even from your Lordfhip's own Writings 
my gloomy Prefages arife. - For it is evi- 
dent, that it is your Lordfhip*s own Opi- 
jiion, I do not mean altogether from your 
famous Sermon, but likewife from your 
other Works, that Rewards of Merit are 
not to be expedled. What, but to fatirize 
the Negledt of moft Governors, efpecially 
of our own, in this RefpevS, could be your 
Lordfhip's Dclign, in your exquiiitely face- 
tious Proof, that the Diftribution of Re- 
wards can make no Part of Civil Govera- 
ment ? Ironically maintaining it by tbefc 

• See Dedication to Jt-iy/, D. L. Vol. IIL 
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jfiLrguments : ' Firjl; *^ That Society could not 
** diftinguijh the ObjeSis of its Favour y be- 
^^ caufe, their Motives cannot he known */* 
Whereas your Lordfhip knew that the fame 
Argument would equally have availed to 
the Exclufion likewife of Punifhment. For 
as in the latter Cafe it is fufiicient, a Man 
does by Defign, not by Accident, an Injury ; 
io^ in die former, it is enough that he does by 
Defign, not by Accident, a Benefit to Society. 
Secondly, " That Society could not reward, 
*^ though it Jhould difcover the ObjeSis of 
*^ its Favour J becaufe (as all Rewards muft 
be pecuniary) " no Society can ever find a Sum 
^^ fufficient without raifing it on the People as 
** a Tax, to pay it back to them as a Reward.'^ 
How hunaorous is your Lordlhip's Reafon- 
ing ! how keen your Satire ! But though 
the former makes me laugh, yet, the Mo- 
ment I refledt on the Juftnefs of the latter, 
and that the Obje6t of it may afFedt your 
liOrdfhip, my Mirth vanifhes, and Grief takes 
PoflTeflSion of my Breaft. For from the fol- 
lowing Paragraph it is evident,- that it is 
your Lordihip's Opinion not only that 
Merit is not rewarded, but likewife that 
the Want of it is the only Way to Prefer- 
ment and Honours. *^ In the Courfe of 
^* forty or fifty Years a new Generation or 
f f twp are iprung up ; and thofe whom their 

• Sec D. L. Vol, L Scaion 2. 
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** Profcffion has dedicated to this ScrVifie^ 
" fReligion^J Experience has taught, that 
" the Talents required for pufliing their 
*' Fortune, lies very remote froni what en- 
<« ablcs Men to figure in a fuccefsful De- 
** fence of Revelation. And it is very na- 
** tural to think, that in general they will 
** be*chiefly bent to cultivate thofe Quali- 
ties on which they fee their Patrons lay 
the greateft Strefs." Since fuch are your 
Lordfliip s Sentiments, I have, but one Con- 
folation; which arifes from the old Adage, 
*' That there is no general Rule without 
** an Exception." That a Seeker, a Drum" 
mondj a Terrick, a Trevor , a Hume, a Lowth, 
a Cornwallis, a Newton, a Toung, a Green, 
a Mofs, &c. &c. &c. fhould fit on the Bench 
of Bifliops, might indeed be thought no 
great Wonder, though your Obfervation held 
unherfally true. But if this were the Cafe, 
that . your Lordihip fhould have a Place a- 
mong them would be impofllble. If, there- 
fore, your Lordfliip be an Exception to the 
general Rule, by your Promotion to your 
prefent ' Station, why may you not like wife 
be the fame by your Advancement to the 
higheft Dignity the Church has to beftow ? 
Long, therefore, very long may it be, be- 
fore your Lordfhip be tranflated from Earth 
to Heaven, to exchange a terreftrial Mitre 
for a celeflial Crown, and the higheft reafon- 
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Powers' oF Man for the IntiiitiQii of 191 
gel. 

I am^ my Lord^ 

With the profoundeft Refpeflir 
Your Lordship's 

mofl: devoted^ 

and moft humble Senran^ 
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